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SATURDAY, MAY 9, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Boston, Mass. 
The committee met at 10:20 a.m., pursuant to notice, in the State 
House, Boston, Mass., Hon. Olin E. Teague, chairman, presiding. 
- The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. “is 
‘The Chair would like to recognize Mr. Charles Collatos. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES COLLATOS, COMMISSIONER OF — 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Cotzatos. Mr. Congressman, as is customary in these hear- 
ings held in various parts of the country, in order to afford citizens an 
opportunity to speak, the Congressman in whose district the hearing 
is being held is the host Congressman. And I am delighted at this 
time to — the former speaker of the house of representatives 
here in Boston, the State House, in which you are now gathered, 
and a Congressman from this district, Hon. Thomas P. O’Neill. 
[Applause.] 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS P. O’NEILL, JR., A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. O’Neu. Chairman Teague and members of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, as the host Congressman, as Former Commander 
Collatos said, I am happy to welcome you here to Boston. 

I had the opportunity of being in your company last night, and for 
the benefit of those of you who are new here to the city of Boston, 
I understand this hearing is going to close at 1 o’clock, and I hope you 
have the opportunity to see our great city, the Athens of America, 
where freedom was born in this country. 

Down the street we have the Old State House, where first rang the 
clarion call of freedom, through Sam Adams and John Hancock. 
Right in the State House where you are is the oldest continuing legis- 
lative body in the United States. This legislature went into effect in 
1632 and has been a continuing body since that day. 

We have down the street but a short walk the home of Paul Revere 
and the North Church, where the signal lights were to be placed, 
“fone if by land and two if by sea,”’ and Faneuil Hall, the real birth- 
place of freedom in America. I hope you have an opportunity while 
you are here to see this great historic city of ours. 

I know you all have, as I have, the greatest admiration for Colonel 
Teague and his courage and ability. rs. Rogers is considered to be 
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the darling of Massachusetts, as I am sure the members of this com- 
mittee are well aware. 

I know what your program is that brings you here today. You 
are here not for criticism, but you are here for any constructive purpose 
that the various veterans organizations may bring before your com- 
mittee. 

There is pending before your committee at the present time H.R. 
6432, which I know is of a tremendously controversial nature. I 
believe it is the purpose of the various organizations to bring ideas 
and support to you as to how you can augment this basic proposition 
that has been placed before your committee. 

I understand this particular hearing is not particularly on that 
bill, as such, but on any veterans legislation or any legislation that you 
believe will be beneficial to veterans as a whole. 

We here in Massachusetts feel that at our institutions at Bedford 
and Northampton and I believe Taunton we do not have enough beds. 
I think that is a problem which you should take into consideration. 

Constantly, in all of the congressional offices, we have requests 
for I pays who would like to get into Bedford or would like to get their 
dad or their son into Bedford, and lo and behold you call there, and 
“~ have no longer even a date on the waiting list, it is so crowded. 

e in this section believe that we should have a national cemetery. 
I realize the inequities of the present law concerning veterans’ pen- 
sions. It occurs to me that this is going to be the Con that is 
going to rectify that and is going to come out with a definite act. 

I know that you are more than pleased with this tremendous out- 
pouring of veterans from all over the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, who are here to welcome you today. 

So with those few remarks, may I say to you, as the host Congress- 
man, I am most happy, Mr. Teague, that you and your entire com- 
mittee have seen fit to come here and honor us in Massachusetts. 

Thank you. [Applause.] 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Congressman O'Neill. 

It is a pleasure for our committee to be in Massachusetts. And I 
would like to present the members of our committee who are here. 

On my extreme left is Congressman Randall of Missouri. 

ext, Congressman George of Kansas. [Applause.] 

Congressman Carter of lowa. [Applause.] 

Congressman Flynn of Wisconsin. [Applause.] 

Congressman Quigley of Pennsylvania. [Applause.] 

Congressman Everett of Tennessee. pager 

And as for Mrs. Rogers, of course, it is ridiculous to consider it 
necessary to introduce her. [Applause.] 

And Congressman Bill Ayres of Ohio. [Applause.] 

I think it rather fitting that we come to Massachusetts to have this 
hearing. The fact of the matter is that Massachusetts comes mighty 
close to running veterans’ affairs, anyway—with Mr. John McCor- 
mack, the majority leader of the House, with Mr. Sumner Whittier, 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, and with Mrs. Rogers as the 


ranking member of the House Veterans’ Affairs mumittee. 
{Applause. 
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There are a lot of ways in which Texas and Massachusetts get 
pce ye but with all of these other people here, I guess I will not talk 
about us. 

I would like to say just a few words about this bill, H.R. 6432. 
About 2 years ago, our committee, in conjunction with the VA, with 
the General Accounting Office, with the Bureau of the Budget, started 
a study of veteran pensions. H.R. 6432 is a bill that was introduced, 
that was sent to the Capitol by the President, which I introduced as a 
basis for a study, as a basis to start from. It is not proposed as a final 
bill. It is proposed as something to say, ‘‘Let’s start from here and see 
what we can work out as far as veteran pensions are concerned.” 

Those of you who will testify this morning—there is no reason to 
come before this committee and criticize that bill. Tell us what you 
are for, what you think we should do, what is right, and what is wrong. 
We do not come up here trying to tell you that we know all the answers 
to veterans’ problems, because we do not. 

In the first place, it is not easy to represent veterans in Congress. 
It is very difficult. Because, starting way back, with the Indian 
Wars, and coming on up, every different group feels like their problem 
is the most important problem. And uess our committee gets 
around a thousand letters a day from different people on different 

roblems. And to try to decide and to try to know exactly what is 
best for America, and what is best for the veterans, is not easy. 

We are up here today to listen to you people tell us what you think 
we should do as Members of Congress, and we are not here telling 
you that H.R. 6432 or any other bill is the bill that Congress is going 
to pass, because we do not know what we are going to pass. 

far as I personally am concerned, I have told all the veteran 
groups: ‘You take this bill, and you look at it and study it.” 

Charley spent a week out in Indianapolis last week with the Ameri- 
can Legion looking over this bill. Tell us what you are for, what you 
like and what you do not like, and we will see what should become 
law. If we can work out a bill like that, we will try to pass it. 

If we are completely divided, there is no reason to tell the veterans 
across this country that they are going to get a pension bill, and then 
have them get nothing. So it is necessary to have to that extent an 

eement. There is no reason to completely condemn a bill because 
of a few things. We should look at it on a broad level and from an 
overall picture of the thing. 

The committee this morning will operate on the rules of the House. 
And those rules provide that if you approve or disapprove, you will not 
express it. So if you agree with what a speaker says here, or do not 
agree, I a ig you will respect them and will not express approval or 
disapproval. 

In closing: If any of you come to Washington, come up to our 
committee, and see what we are trying to do. As I told the group 
at breakfast this morning, we are the Teast political of any committee 
in Congress. There is no politics in our committee, none at all. Our 
committee is trying to do what is best for America and what is best 
for the veterans of our country. And we need your help in trying 
to do that. 

Now, Charley, I recognize you. 
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Mr. Cottatos,. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your 
opening remarks. I assure you that we appreciate them and that we 
will adhere to the rules of procedure as conducted by the Congress. 

I want to, at the outset, as the commissioner of veterans’ services, 
and as the inviter of this honorable committee to the great State of 
Massachusetts, thank you, sir, and to thank the members of your 
committee for journeying from Washington to be with us here this 
morning. When one takes into consideration the tremendous 
amount of work a Congressman has, we realize that you have made a 
sacrifice to be with us this morning. 

In addition, I want the record to state that we who are gathered 
here and those veterans who are not gathered here are also deeply 
appreciative to the majority leader, John W. McCormack, for making 
it possible, through his friendship with you and through me to bring 
this committee here. And, of course, I must express my thanks, also, 
to the host Congressman, Thomas P. O’Neill, who has given me an 
insight, so that I may properly prepare any presentation here and 
any means of hdepitahity by telling me what a Congressman thinks 
and what a Congressman likes. And I appreciate him doing that for 
us. 
We realize that the mountain has come to us. This is a unique 
hearing here in Massachusetts. You have gathered before you, 
Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, veterans who believe 
sincerely in veterans’ work and veterans’ philosophy, in the principles 
of veterans. They have gathered here from far and wide, across the 
length and breadth of this great Commonwealth, to show by their 
presence that they are sincere, that they are devoted, and that they 
are determined to see that the wonderful legislation as it has been put 
on the books by the honorable body that you represent, the Congress 
of the United States, will be maintained. 

We realize, of course, that there are inequities in our pension pro- 
gram, and there might be inequities in other phases of veterans’ work. 

e realize that your committee is gathered here to try to work out 
is | such inequities so that the veterans’ program might be better. 

think it is worth reiterating again that we realize this bill is not a 
bill of your committee; that you filed this bill at the request of the 
Veterans’ Administration as a means of a start whereby well thinking 
people who are interested in veterans, as you and I are, can project 
their ideas, their criticisms, their views, with the thought in mind 
that possibly a worked out bill might be presented that would be 
fair and would be acceptable by all major veteran organizations. 

I realize that the chairman, who comes from the great State of 
Texas, has no peer as far as veterans’ legislation is concerned. 
want you, too, to fully realize that in Mrs. Rogers we take great 
pride that we have a member of your committee who has also served 
as chairman and who also has and will, I hope, continue to serve the 
veterans and the constituents of her particular district. 

As the commissioner of veterans’ services, however, I am very 
greatly concerned that in the event the present 19,845 war veterans 
of Massachusetts, who are now receiving pensions from the Veterans’ 
Administration—that if an enactment is made of laws that will 
drastically change the present pension system, either in the former 
philosophy or changing it from the dignified process of an income, 
it will result in greatly increased local and State taxes. 
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Why is that so, you might ask. The yoet State of Massachusetts, 
Mr. Chairman and honorable members of your committee, is the most 
encrous State, barring none, in the entire country, in its care, in its 
Fospitalization, and in its benefit program to veterans. We are 
deeply proud that the leaders of the legislature and the Governors here 
over sO many years have given so much to the veterans. Conse- 
quently, sir, what might be an adequate form of payment in other 
arts of the country will not be an adequate form of payment here in 
assachusetts, because, as commissioner of veterans services, the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, by its laws, provides that I will be 
forced to supplement any such pension by giving additional funds 
from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

As a matter of fact, there is a fear that in the event certain standards 
are maintained, they will be brought down to the level, if I might use 
the word level, or brought down to the point, where the only other 
means of comparison is welfare payments that we might make here in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

I point that out to you, sir, because there is a definite statute in the 
laws of Massachusetts that prohibits a veteran, nay, even prohibits a 
veteran’s family, or their dependents from going on the rolls of welfare. 
And we are required to help them by offering them sustenance and 
benefits, medical programs, or what-have-you, under the rules and laws 
of the commissioner of veterans’ services. 

We have here, representing the 15 major organizations, men who 
have worked for a period of a month in order that they may properly 
present their program. We have divided our presentation here, Mr. 
Chairman and members of your committee, into two phases. We 
have three forms of legislation which are localized in nature, that we 
ask your indulgence with, and that we ask for favorable consideration 
of. In addition to that, the program will then follow by having a 
discussion of the proposed VA pension bill. 

Our speakers have been asked to limit their remarks to five minutes 
on the pension bill, because we feel in that case there will be no repeti- 
tion. e have also the speakers who are to speak to have provided 
their names, and we have a list before you. e have agreed upon 
who will be the witnesses here. We have not denied any representa- 
tive of any veterans’ group an opportunity to speak here. As a 
matter of fact, we have sought far and wide in the Couaianersait to 
get any group of veterans to send their representative here so that 
you might have the benefit of all their views. 

One of the primary projects that we were concerned with was to see 
that veterans’ organizations who were for your bill, or against the bill, 
or for parts of your bill, or for any discussion of the bill, could have an 
opportunity to be here. I can truthfully say that with the exception 
of one organization, all of the veterans’ organizations that have met 
with me, 15 in number, are against the bill as it stands now. 

However, they et a to present their own views and their own 
ideas. And again, Mr. Chalnnin and members of your committee 
I not only want to thank you, but certainly I owe a great debt of 
gratitude to you for this tremendous outpouring of veterans who have 
gathered here. And I am deeply indebted to this group who have 
gathered here to show you and the people of Massachusetts that we 
think very highly of your committee and the presence here of many 
hundreds of men of all wars to be here shows that we think that under 
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your chairmanship, Mr. Chairman, you have an excellent committee. 
And we appreciate the work, the pitfalls, and the pressures that you 
are subjected to. [Applause.] 

‘ Our first witness, Mr. Chairman, to discuss the domiciliary legisla- 
tion is Lawrence T. MeVey, the adjutant -of the Massachusetts 
Soldiers’ Home in Chelsea. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE T. McVEY, ADJUTANT, 
MASSACHUSETTS SOLDIERS’ HOME 


Mr. McVey. Mr. Teague, chairman of this committee, Members 
of Congress, members of the staff: I would first like to bring to your 
committee and the Members of Congress and your staff a greeting 
from Gen. William J. Kebble, the chairman of our board of trustees. 
General Kebble is unable to be here today, owing to illness. 

I should also like to add the greeting of John L. Quigley, the com- 
mandant of soldiers’ home, who has been meeting since last Thursday 
morning with the officials of the soldiers’ homes in Michigan and 
Wisconsin. He is this evening attending a dinner in honor of Senator 
Hart in Detroit, Mich. 

» Now, both of these gentlemen and I certainly recognize the great 
honor that this committee pays to the veterans of Massachusetts in 
meeting with us here to discuss the problems and the views of the 
veteran himself and his organization regarding veterans problems. 

Now, to simplify and shorten our presentation, we have prepared 
for your committee a statement reflecting our views on the need for 
additional long-term hospital beds and domiciliary beds in the Mas- 
sachusetts area. 

I have had distributed to the committee and to the honorable chair- 
man this statement. 

Our statement will, I believe, show your committee and your staff 
that Massachusetts and other sections of New England have not been 
dealt with as fairly in the allocation of general medical and sanpponl 
beds or domiciliary beds as have other sections of the country. This 
lack of long-term hospital care daily becomes more acute and invokes 
unimagined hardship upon literally thousands of veterans and their 
families. This hardship is invoked in spite of both officials and em- 
ployees of the Veterans’ Administration in this area, who simaply are 
working under the handicap of insufficient beds to care for either the 
short-term or long-term medical needs of veterans in this area. 

We will match the professional qualifications and understanding 
operation of these Veterans’ Administration employees and officials 
in Massachusetts. We can match them with those in any other section 
of the country. For we feel that our own will at least equal and in all 
probability be superior to those of other sections. 

Therefore, the statement which we offer in the attached presentation 
should not reflect adversely on any Veterans’ Administration employee 
or official of this area. 

It is intended rather as constructive criticism, to point out the diffi- 
eult conditions under which these gentlemen operate. 

We have attached an addendum to the statement which you now 
have in front of you. I would like to, if I may, direct your attention 
to addendum A. It is marked at the top of the right-hand corner, 
And if you will turn to the second page therein, you will note that 
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Massachusetts ranks 43d of the 48 States and the District of Columbia 
in the number of general medical and surgical beds per 1,000 veteran 
population provided by the Veterans’ Administration. 

It is only by the increase in the number of general medical and 
surgical beds in this area that we can ever hope to care for the chroni- 
cally ill or long-term patient who requires convalescent care. 

Again, in the matter of domiciliary care—and, gentlemen, I will 
now direct your attention to addendum B. An have, just as a 
matter of clearer explanation, a chart here, which contains the same 
information that is contained on addendum B. However, if I might 
be able to point out to you: Here are the New England and Middle 
Atlantic areas. This covers an area of 12 States. In the New Eng- 
land area, we have 1,440,000 veterans. In the Middle Atlantic area, 
we have 7,040,000 veterans. In the New England area, we have no 
dormitory beds provided by the Veterans’ Administration. In the 
Middle Atlantic area, we have one facility. That facility contains 
1,394 beds, or one bed for every 3,614 veterans. 

Now, if we were to combine these, as I have said, the total equals 
6,480,000 veterans that must use the same dormitory facilities, and 
we have one bed for every 4,649 veterans. 

Now, if we may at this moment compare the domiciliary facilities 
available in these two areas, comparing them with the Southern 
States, which show a veteran population of 4,330,000, six domiciliary 
facilities, 5,676 beds, or one bed for every 764 veterans. This means 
they have facilities that have a greater capacity by six times than 
what we have here in the New England and Middle Atlantic areas, 

This is true as it relates itself to the Middlewest, Southwest, and 
Far West, depending upon whether you have one bed for 1,331, one 
bed for 1,485, or one bed for 851 veterans. 

The CuatrmMan. Mr. MeVey, may I ask you a question there? 

Would you rather have a domiciliary, or would you rather have 
help in your State home? Of course, as you well know, one of our 
biggest problems is our aged veterans. But would you prefer a 
domiciliary, or would you prefer that you receive more hap as far as 
running the State home is concerned? 

Mr. McVey. Well, this is a question that I would find, personally 
very difficult to answer, inasmuch as I believe it falls into the area of 
my commandant, Mr. Quigley. However, I can say this, that we at 
the moment have at our command a listing of approximately 200 
chronic cases that we could immediately refer to the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration for hospitalization. We at the moment at soldiers nome 
have a domiciliary capacity of 400 beds. I now have to care for 
those who need the help in the winter, 30 extra beds set up in the day 
rooms and recreation hall. I also have a list, a waiting list, of those 
who are now in the community, of 80-odd veterans. So you see, 
actually, the demand is great in both areas. 

Now, with regard to preference, I am sure that Mr. Quigley would, 
be pleased to write you a communication on that and provide a 
satisfactory answer. [Applause.] 

We have taken your committee’s time to present this material, 
for we know of your deep interest in the welfare of veterans, not only 
of the entire country, but also of each of the sections and each of the 
States. So we come before you with statistics to prove that our 
needs have not been met. 
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Again, I wish to express my sincere thanks to you for permitting 
me to appear before your committee. [Applause.] 
Mr. Cotxatos. Mr. Chairman, I want to point out one fact to. 
re and to the members of your committee and to the audience that 
T 
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athered here. 

e previous speaker and the next two speakers—one will speak 
on the national cemetery, and one will also speak of the desire for 
additional NP beds. of the veterans’ oiganizations who have 
sat in these preliminary meetings are in agreement with the sentiments 
that have been expressed or will be expressed. 
® Our next speaker, Mr. Chairman and honorable committee, is Mr. 
Frank Pedonti, director, who will speak of our desire to have a national 
cemetery in this area. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK PEDONTI, DIRECTOR, VETERANS’ GRAVES 
REGISTRATION DIVISION, CITY OF BOSTON 


Mr. Peponti. My name is Frank T. Pedonti, supervisor of Vet- 
erans’ Graves Registration for the city of Boston. 

Honorable Chairman Teague and honorable members of your com- 
mittee, including my own Congressman from my own district, who 
has always been the friend of the veteran, Mr. O’Neill, we wish to 
bring before you honorable gentlemen of this committee a problem 
concerning veterans and their families, which comes technically under 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. 

We feel that if we can obtain the support of you members, we will 
be heading in the right direction to solve this controversial but im- 
portant problem. 

The department of the various Massachusetts veterans’ organiza- 
tions desires to see a national cemetery established in the area of 
Massachusetts or in one of the New England States. The Secretary 
of the Army has taken the position that it is the responsibility of 
Congress to decide as a matter of public policy whether or not new 
national cemeteries should be established. 

There are 98 national cemeteries authorized by the act of Congress, 
the 17th of July, 1862, and subsequent acts. 

Here is the following number of national cemeteries, established as 
follows, under the Department of the Quartermaster General: 

From 1900 to 1932, two, namely, Alaska and Kentucky. 

From 1930 to 1940, eight, namely, Texas (2), Maryland, California 
(2), Minnesota, New York, and Kentucky. 

From 1940 to 1950, six, namely, Colorado, Illinois, South Dakota, 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Iowa. 

From 1951 to the present date, none. 

New England is one of the populous areas, along with such regions 
as the States of Michigan and Ohio, which have no national cemeteries. 
The following States do have a national cemetery within their bound- 
aries: Western and Middle or Central Western States: Arizona, Idaho, 
Michigan, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, Utah, Washington, Wiscon- 
sin, and Wyoming. 

Northern States: Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Maine. 
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The States out west may have the so-called satisfaction to be able 
to say that they have a State near them with a national cemetery 
with space available. The Northeastern States cannot say the same 
thing. The nearest national cemetery to the Northeastern States, 
by stretching the imagination, is Beverly, N.J.; Woodlawn, Elmira, 
and in Long Island, Farmingdale, N.Y. 

The close-out date for burial in Woodlawn is 1956, and at the 
Soldiers Home Cemetery, 1966. 

Out of a total of 50 States, plus the District of Columbia and Puerto 
Rico, there are 34 States and possessions which have at least one 
national cemetery within their boundaries, and with space available. 

The veteran deserves honor and recognition, not only in life but 
also in his final resting place when he dies. Let us not forget that to 
receive a burial plot is a very real and substantial benefit for those 
veterans who sould be accepted for such interment. 

We desire to have a national cemetery established in this area, so 
that we can have a worthy resting place for our honored dead, to which 
the veteran is entitled by law as well as morally. 

One veteran out of 10 uses the national cemeteries. Our depart- 
ment has continuously gone on record unanimously in favor of such 
legislation. It is such a concentration of veterans in Massachusetts 
and in the New England area. This is a cogent fact in considering 
the desirability of establishing a new national cemetery in an area 
where there is none. 

The number of eligibles increases as each year passes, and Congress 
will have to come to a decision concerning this problem in the very 
near future, as the present national cemeteries are being filled, none 
of which are near this area. 

The average cost of maintaining a national cemetery is approxi- 
mately $30 million for maintenance costs—$30,000; pardon me. We 
are asking that this area be given as equitable services as possible, as 
the rest of the country, only because we have the same problems as 
the rest of the country concerning this matter. 

We desire to have veteran cemeteries established in the areas where 
there are none already established, to at least take care of tne emer- 
gency, as might be necessary to take care of those who desire or whose 
amily desire this type of interment. Interment would not be com- 
pulsory, but would be on request of those who are eligible. 

Most of the cases who would desire to be interred in a national 
cemetery would be because of financial difficulties of the family or 
because of wanting to be buried amongst one’s comrades in arms, which 
would be the personal feeling and the choice. 

The modern transportation and highway system of today eliminates 
propeeny all concern from traveling to the final resting place of the 
oved one as long as it is a reasonable distance. Certainly for families 
of veterans in this area who would have to travel to New York, this 
could not be considered so. 

Some papple who are against this program fear that a national trend 
will be established to abridge one of the most cherished of religious 


rites. National cemeteries are in the interest of the veteran, his 
family, and his country. The practice of religion is a cherished Ameri- 
can right. The burial of the dead is an essential part of the free prac- 
tie of the religious faith, and no one is trying to take away that 
night. 
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Many fraternal and religious and cemetery ee are against, 
this program. Actually, what is the difference for a man being buried 
in a fraternal society and a man being buried in a national cemetery, 
other than the private organizations? In no way, shape, or manner 
is any veteran organization trying to take away anything from the 
private cemetery, or any religious institute, or to start a trend toward 
assuring the personal responsibilities and privileges of life. Certainly 
the veteran respects his religion, no matter what faith, and if he 
does so, he would not do anything to go against his faith. 

A veteran under law has the entitlement to be buried in a national 
cemetery. If Congress believes this law is justifiable, then let it be 
allowed to be worked, or otherwise repeal the law, if Congress thinks 
it is wrong. But do not let it die a natural death because it is a 
controversial issue. Our country is based on the idea of all men having 
a right to their own opinions. . 

e opposition to this program is not against the law, but just 
against opening new cemeteries. Either the law is right or it is 
wrong. Congress has to decide. 

We do not expect it to be done today, but we do expect Congress 
to come to a decision in the near future, because a decision is coming 
soon, when necessity will make Congress decide. 

We are not asking that cemeteries be established all over the coun- 
try to the extent that they are going to become unreasonable as far 
as traveling and expense are concerned. All we ask is that a fair 
study of the whole situation be made concerning this problem, and 
we honestly feel that if this is done, you will come to a decision in 
favor of Massachusetts and the New England area being allowed to 
have a national cemetery established. 

Mr. Chairman, and your honorable body: For 15 years I have been 
supervisor of veterans’ graves of the city of Boston. In 2 years, I 
want to impress upon the minds of you gentlemen that the city of 
Boston and the local cemeteries throughout the Comniptaewentely of 
Massachusetts will have no more available space. And in 5 years, 
there absolutely will be no available space throughout the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts. 

The city of Boston and the local and town cemeteries of this com- 
tibardionlth have been kind and generous to all of the veteran organiza- 
tions and their families, particularly and especially in our own lots 
set aside. We have three lots that have been set aside for GAO. 
We have a special lot for our Spanish War veterans. We have a 
World War I veterans’ lot that has been exhausted. We have estab- 
lished a World War I extension lot that has been exhausted. We 
have a Korean plot. We have a World War II plot. 

And that is why I want to leave in the minds of you gentlemen 
that within 2 years I regret to say that space for veterans’ burial in 
this city and throughout its local cemeteries will be exhausted. 

Thank you for your kind attention, and I trust that you will give 
this further attention. [Applause] 

Mr. Cotuatos. Mr. Chairman, our next speaker will be the State 
service officer of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, who will discuss the 
problem of additional NP beds. 

Leo J. Bolio, from the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

The CuartrMan. Leo, to begin with, would you tell the committee 
how, in Massachusetts, a man enters an NP bed? Is it a legal ad- 
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mittance, or how does a veteran go into an NP hospital in Massa- 
chusetts? 


STATEMENT OF LEO J. BOLIO, STATE SERVICE OFFICER, VETERANS 
OF FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Botro. As a general rule, he is admitted through the outpatient 

department. 
he CuarrMaNn. Is there a legal commitment? 

Mr. Botio. In some cases yes, but generally on legal commitment 
they are committed to a State hos ital 

The Cuarrman. And not a VA hospital? 

Mr. Botto. No, sir. 

In the State of Massachusetts we have to our credit at this time 
725,000 veterans of all wars. We also have four NP hospitals, one 
situated in Northampton, Mass., with a total capacity of 1,023 beds; 
Bedford, 1,803; Brockton, 930. 

The VA hospital here in Boston, primarily a general medical hos- 
pital, has 192 NP patients. This would give Massachusetts a total 
of 3,943 NP beds available. 

However, your own physical reports will indicate that 385 of these 
patients were transferred in from other States. Eighty-five were 
transferred in from Massachusetts State hospitals. Phisty-eight of 
these hospitals are not NP. Asa result, in all VA hospitals in Massa- 
chusetts, only about 50 percent of the beds available are made directly 
available to the veterans of Massachusetts. 

I received a report from the Department of Mental Health here in 
Massachusetts yesterday, which indicates they now have 1,200 veter- 
ans in their own hospital awaiting admission to a VA hospital. 

To quote from this report: 

Improvements have also been made in the care of the medically ill and the use 
of tranquilizing drugs, which have been a boon to disturbed patients. However, 
mental illness es become more common and less subject to cure with advanced 
age. There is an increasing number of long-term patients in the mental hospitals. 

I would also like to call to your attention at this time that the 
average age of your World War | veterans now will be 65 years. Your 
average age of your World War II veterans is now 39 years. 

In view of thats facts, we believe the hospital situation, the bed 
situation here, for the mental patients in Massachusetts, should be 
increased rather than decreased. 

The CuarrmMan. What happens to a veteran in Massachusetts who 
is mentally ill and cannot get into a hospital? 

Mr. Bouto. He either stays home or tries to get into a State hos- 
pital. None of your hacpitels here, your VA hospitals, here in Massa- 
chusetts, in any year, report that they have ever had more than 125 
patients waiting for admission. But we know for a fact, from our 
own personal experience, that there is more on the waiting list. The 
reason for the small showing on the —— list of the VA is the fact 
that after a certain period of time the applicants, if they are not ad- 
mitted—the case records are destroyed. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Couziatos. Mr. Chairman, we also have present here not only 
veteran leaders from the State of Massachusetts, but we are also very 
privileged to have a distinguished group from the State of Maine, 
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headed by Louis Dennis, Director of Veterans’ Affairs, including 
George Freedman, State Commander of the American Legion, William 
Earles, the State Commander of the Disabled American Veterans, 
Arthur Ashemore, the State Commander of the VFW, and Anthony 
Rumo, my colleague on the National Executive Committee of the 
American Legion. 

Mr. Chairman, you have under consideration at the present time 
before your committee a bill titled ‘“To modernize the pension pro- 
grams for certain veterans and their dependents.”” Mr. Teague, the 
chairman of your committee, by request of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, filed this bill. It was introduced and referred April 15, 1959, 
one it bears the further title on top ““Non-service-connected pensions, 

-R. 6432.” 

I think I am correct, Mr. Chairman, that this is the first opportunity 
your committee has had to have had expressions of opinion by members 
and leaders and representatives of veterans’ organizations, and we 
now ask to go into that phase of our hearing here this morning. 

Our first speaker is the past president of the Massachusetts Service 
Veterans Agents Associations, Mr. John Connor, the veterans’ agent 
of the town of Brookline. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN T. CONNOR, VETERANS’ AGENT, BROOK- 
LINE, MASS. 


Mr. Connor. Mr. Chairman and members of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, my name is John T. Connor, of Massachusetts, and I am 
the veterans’ agent of the town of Brookline and have been active in 
veterans’ work both as a volunteer and in a paid capacity for more 
than 40 years. 

In my present position I administer a program of financial assist- 
ance to needy veterans and their dependents that is shared equally 
betwéen the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the town of 
Brookline. 

In addition, I carry out a program of veterans’ services. And in 
this latter connection I have occasion to assist in the preparation of 
more than 100 claims for non-service-connected pensions or widows’ 
death pensions each year. 

My office likewise assists in the preparation of several hundred 
annual income questionnaires each January. I am, therefore, in a 
position to speak with some authority on veterans’ pension programs, 
as it now stands, and on the new administration bill, H.R. 6432. 

While admittedly the present pension program allows some inequi- 
ties to arise, it is capable of being corrected without the drastic changes 
suggested by the administration bill. 

We all realize, for example, that a single or widowed retired veteran 
whose retirement income and/or social security is $1,350 annually—he 
can now qualify for a nonservice pension, mente his neighbor, the 


man with a retired income of $1,450, is not eligible, and thereby 
suffers a net financial loss of some $600 or $900, depending on whether 
or not he is over 65 years of age. 

Inequities of this type cannot be considered to be corrected if the 
mode of correction consists in a general pauperizing of veterans in 
order to have them meet the pension requirements. 
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The flat rate pension system instituted in 1933, during the depth of 
the depression, and based principally on total disability, rather than a 
strict need, or poverty test, is basically a sound program. It grants 
a measure of security to those who are eligible so enables them to do 
some long-range planning in their declining years, because they know 
that as the law and regulations now stand they can continue to receive 
a fixed amount of pension, so long as their income remains below a 
certain ceiling. 

With pension rates subject to change with each fluctuation of $60 
or $100, as proposed in HR. 6432, a veteran pensioner will be in a 
constant state of uncertainty, and I can assure you that there will be 
many more instances of concealed outside income than is now the case. 

But perhaps more important than the foregoing arguments is an 
analysis of the basic philosophy behind veterans’ pensions. It must 
be conceded that it is a Federal responsibility to define the emoluments 
that from the days of ancient Rome have attached to military service. 
It certainly cannot be considered a responsibility of the State or locai 
community, although we in Massachusetts have, since the Civil War, 
maintained a generous financial assistance program to supplement 
Federal benefits in order that most Massachusetts residents who per- 
form military service for the Federal Government need not be com- 
pelled to seek public welfare or relief when in need. 

There have been suggestions in recent years that the whole veterans’ 
program should be combined with a social security program, with the 
net result that military service will merit no greater measure of grati- 
tude than this, as flowing from the duty to support or defend the Nation 
in time of peril. 

In conclusion, let me state as positively as I know how that the 
scrapping of the present pension program and the substitution of the 
proposed rate and eligibility qualifications of H.R. 6432 would place 
a severe financial burden on the States and the local communities, 
since I have never met a recipient of nonservice pension who was other 
than on a borderline of being in need. The most prosperous example 
I can bring to mind of a person receiving nonservice pension involved 
a thrifty individual who accumulated some $5,000 in savings durin 
his lifetime of hard work. He owned a modest single house free an 
clear, and his income from all outside sources, te ot interest on 
savings was some $2,500. He had been receiving nonservice pension 
for about 2 years and was enjoying.a relatively comfortable retirement 
when his 68-year-old wife became chronically ill. In 18 months, his 
savings had been used up to pay medical expenses. He has since had 
to mortgage his home, and he recently has had to explore through me 
the possibility of assistance through my department in meeting his 
heavy medical expenses. 

Under the proposed estate test, this man in the short time between 
his retirement and his wife becoming ill just barely enjoyed the modest 
comforts of life on his pension of $3,400. He reuie have been com- 
pelled to make up approximately $900 each year, represented by non- 
service pension, out of his savings. He would, therefore, have no 
resources left to meet the expenses of his wife’s illness, and he would 
have to be penalized for his virtue of being thrifty, since his position 
would have been no different than that of the person who spent all 
the money that came into his hands during his years of employment. 
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I strongly and sincerely urge your committee to recommend to the 
Congress that H.R. 6432 be rejected in its present form, and that a 
flat rate pension system with income limitations, as we now have, 
continue to be the method of the Nation’s recognizing the debt it 
owes to those who have rendered service in wartime. 

Gentlemen, you may be sure if this bill is passed in its present form, 
there will be many veterans now disabled whose disability might have 
been from the ravages of war, but, unable to prove the same, will 
suffer tremendously. 

I think you will agree with me that no person can survive on an 
income of $1,000 a year: Keeping in mind as we get older, much medi- 
cation must be purchased. 

This bill is designed to save money, no doubt, but will penalize 
those who gave so much and who were willing to give their all. And 
I am speaking as the representative of the Massachusetts Veterans 
Service Agents Association, of the 351 cities and towns in this com- 
monwealth who are strongly opposed to the passage of this bill. 

‘ais peo I appreciate your indulgence. Thank you. [Ap- 
ause. | 
. The CuarrMan. John, may I ask you one question? 

In processing your nonservice pensions, what is the biggest problem 
yourun into? I am thinking specifically of employability. From our 
checking around the country, we felt that this thing of employability 
is probably rather severe, that it probably needs redefining. For 
example, we find a man who owns a little grocery store. He goes down 
at noon and relieves his wife for lunch. Do you run into that kind of 


thing? 

Mr. Connor. We do not run into too much of that. 

Mr. Chairman, our problem on nonservice connected pension is that 
these fellows, especially in World War I—and I speak for all veterans, 
but especially them—no longer can work. And if they do—and I say 
very truthfully I meet these people day after day after day—they may 
work for an hour or two, and they may work for a couple of weeks, but 
then they are on the shelf for two or three months. I know you realize 
that most people in World War I—I think the average age is about 65 
or 70—are on borrowed time. And if we take this away from these 
people, you will create a terrible responsibility on our State and our 
cities and towns, and we just cannot stand it any longer. And as I 
say, I meet these _— day after day, and these poor widows are 
going to be hurt terribly. 

So that if you continue this pension as it is and let us pay for the 
medical expenses of the wives or widows, or supplement what they get, 
conditions are not so bad. But I say very truthfully, and I beg you, 
not - — it away from what it is in its present form, because it will 
not help. 

The CHarrman. John, of course, you know this bill does not take 
away from anybody. 

r. Connor. I know that, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. According to. Mr. Whittier’s office, the bill this 
year would put about $100 million in the pockets of veterans. It 
would give about 60 percent of all the veterans on the pension rolls 
now an increase. And you are exactly right when you say that the 
bill would eventually save money. For the World War II bunch it 
would save money. But today it would cost around $100 million. 
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And as proposed now—going back to what I said, this is a proposal. 
There is no thought of passing this bill the way it is. But it not 
take anything away from anyone. , 

Mr. Connor. . Chairman, I appreciate your saying that this 
may not pass as it is. In the case of the veteran who has no income 
from any other source—he does not have social security; he is a per- 
son who just does not rate social security—this bill will. give him $85 
a month, or about, and my math is not too good, $1,020 a year. 
Nobody in this part of the country can get along on that. It just is 
not possible. They will starve to death. And I say that most sin- 
cerely. And I have been meeting these veterans day after day for 
40 years, believe me. It just is not possible. 

ow, we who are more fortunate than they will never be eligible 
for this bill. So we are speaking for only those who are in need. 

Thank you very much. [Applause.] 

Mr. Coutuatos. Mr. Chairman, let the record show that represent- 
ing the great State of Rhode Island we have the department com- 
mander of the VFW, Pat Frisella. Also we have the department 
legislative officer, George Duval, and in addition to this, a great 
service officer, Fred M. Browning, of the American Legion. 

Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is the department commander 
of the Ameriean Legion, Commander Frank Nietupski. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK NIETUPSKI, DEPARTMENT COMMANDER, 
AMERICAN LEGION, DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Nistupsxi. Commissioner Collatos, honorable Congressman 
Olin Teague, and honorable members of the House Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, as department commander of the American Legion, 
Department of Massachusetts, I bid you welcome, and I certainly 
hope that your stay here will be an enlightening one and an enjoyable 
one. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Frank. 

Mr. Nietupsxi. Also as commander of Massachusetts, I wish to 
thank Commissioner Charles Collatos for putting all this effort into 
making this most important meeting possible. 

As department commander of the American Legion, I am here 
representing the 90,000 members of the American Legion and their 
families, and I wish to express some of our feelings concerning the 
so-called non-service-connected disability pensions. 

First, let me say this: I realize that many people feel that unless a 
veteran was injured during combat he should not be entitled to any 
pension. 

Let us look at this matter with an open mind and take into con- 
sideration a few very important conditions. 

We must realize that practically all persons who enter the service 
of our country in time of war have certainly undergone a certain 
amount of mental tension, realizing that their lives were being placed 
at stake. Many times persons in service received minor injuries, 
some even during basic training, which did not need medical attention. 

How about the youngsters who never had been away from home 
and suddenly found that they could be facing death? Yes, and how 
about our glorious veterans of the First World War, who returned to 
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find that they were compared in a class with vagrants, scorned by 
their friends, their jobs gone, and no one to turn to for help? 

Yes, any of a thousand things could have happened to them during 
and after their service to our country, which would never appear on 
their records, but most certainly could be responsible for sickness, 
disability, and even death in years to come. 

Any of these conditions cannot be claimed as service-connected 
causes. Yet if we are realistic in our thoughts, we cannot help but 
realize that those conditions were caused as a result of their service 
to our country. 

Now, coming to our present day, we find that a mass movement is 
afoot to bring about economy in our Government. We see meetings 
being held in protest against the billions upon billions of dollars being 
sent overseas, which many times in the past could not be justified as 
having been used to the best advantage. We know countries that 
have received aid from us and yet have turned to communism, holding 
only scorn and hate for our United States. Instead, we find a Govern- 
ment attempting to economize at the expense of those who fought 
for and were willing to die for our country. 

At this present time, we find that a very detrimental bill has been 
filed in Congress and is presented as House Resolution 6432. Here 
we are trying to help our veterans by eliminating discrepancies in 
present laws, only to find we are faced with a bill which will add new 
and more serious discrepancies. 

Just to mention a few, briefly: Let us consider the effect some of the 
portions of this bill would bring about. H.R. 6432 would discriminate 
against veterans who over the years would try to make extra provisions 
for the twilight years of their lives. This bill would have a tendency 
to destroy their incentive to try to make life a little easier for them- 
selves in their later years. 

H.R. 6432 would make many veterans completely dependent on 
their spouses or their children. In many cases, this would take away 
— independence they could ever hope to have. 

hey were willing to give up their lives for the independence of our 
country. Yet they would find their personal independence taken 
away. 

H.R. 6432 completely disregards widows and orphans of World 
War II and the Korean veterans. This bill certainly is discrimination 
—— them, and at the same time would treat widows and orphans 
of World War I veterans very badly, even in comparison with existing 
laws which are inadequate. 

Under provisions of H.R. 6432, any person on the rolls of our present 
system before July 1, 1960, could remain there if that was his choice. 

What guarantee do they have that within a year or two a bill to 
— all pensions of this type will not be put through and put them 

under the provisions of H.R. 6432? We have read statements of 
how many billions of dollars the present law would cost our Govern- 
ment when World War II and Korean veterans reach a retirement age. 
We do not believe that these statements are correct. Judging by the 
increases that have been made in the past in social security benefits 
alone, we can safely estimate that approximately 90 percent of the 
World War II and Korean veterans, upon reaching retirement age, 
will be far beyond the income limitations of any pension of this type. 
We in the American Legion cannot accept H.R. 6432. We certainly 
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hope that the bill which you, Congressman Teague, have told us you 
would prepare will be a just bill, one that we can support instead of 


oppose. 

We ask you to open up your hearts to those of our comrades, their 
widows and orphans, who certainly need a helping hand. 

Along those lines, we ask you to give serious consideration to the 
bills filed by our American Legion. 

I thank you. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. hank you very much. 

Mr. Cot.atos. Mr. Chairman, may the record show that, from the 

eat State of New Hampshire, present here this morning are John J. 

ton, the Department Commander of World War I, accompanied 
by Leon W. Pingree, Department Quartermaster, Joseph R. Stewart, 
and Richard G. Finucan. [Applause.] 

Our next speaker, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
is the Department Commander of Disabled American Veterans, 
Leo W. Lalley, who has been accompanied here by Joseph Harold, 
the national staff director. ° 


STATEMENT OF LEO W. LALLEY, MASSACHUSETTS STATE COM- 
MANDER, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. Lauttey. Commissioner Collatos, Chairman Teague, distin- 
guished members of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, my 
name is Leo W. Lalley. I am the Massachusetts State Department 
Commander of the Disabled American Veterans. 

The report of the President’s message and H.R. 6432 for the purpose 
of this presentation has been made the subject of careful study and 
consideration in the light of the compensation program of this or- 
ganization as outlined to your committee on previous occasions by our 
national commander. There can be no question as to the importance 
of the pension report whatever one may think of the contents. It 
undoubtedly constitutes a comprehensive reference work of the history 
and development of veterans pensions. The problems confrontin 
the national economy by reason of the great numbers of veterans an 
their dependents and the future potentialities in this connection are 
treated in such manner as to attract the interes of all thoughtful 
citizens. 

The Cuarrman. Commander, would you suspend a minute? 

If you do not care to listen to the commander, would you please 
leave the room? Because certainly there are others who would like 
to hear him, and the committee would like to hear him. 

Mr. Latur. Obviously, the President is of the opinion that the 
full program of veterans’ relief and assistance is at the crossroads 
and that a decision should now be made relative to the future course 
of the Nation in dealing with veterans and the many related and 
complex problems attaching to any measures having for their purpose 
the granting of pensions to those who served in time of national 
emergency and their survivors. 

The fact that certain other recommendations are not made the 
subject of formal comment should not be taken as necessarily implying 
acceptance. Some of those recommendations are deemed inequitable, 
impractical, or otherwise undesirable from an administrative stand- 
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point. It is thought best, however, to stress herein our opposition 
to the major proposals, particularly those of objectionable nature. 

The fact that the DAV is primarily interested and active in the 
case of the war disabled, their widows, children, and dependents, 
does not mean that we as an organization are willing to stand idly 
by while the pension structure that has been erected through the 
years is dismantled. I am sure this committee recognizes the fact 
that the Disabled American Veterans is unique among the veterans’ 
organizations in that from the beginning our purpose, and our sole 
objective, has been devoted to the cause of improving and advancing 
the conditions, health, and interest of all wounded, gassed, injured, 
and disabled veterans, and to aid and assist worthy wartime disabled 
veterans, their widows, their orphans, and their dependents. 

We soon found that remembering our sworn obligations and con- 
fining our efforts to the care of the disabled, his widow, and dependents 
was a great task or mission. It was all we could handle. The DAV 
has never registered any protest to existing part III benefits the 
payment of a pension where the veteran became permanently and 
totally disabled and unable to carry on continuously in gainful occupa- 
tion and where a reasonable income limitation or evidence of need 
exists. As stated previously, we have not supported such legislation 
because of our desire and efforts to secure increased awards or amounts 
for the service-connected veteran and his dependents. 

Why should a veteran, otherwise eligible and qualified, be denied 
a pension because he has social security income to which he contributed 
in his active working years, or is in receipt of financial assistance from 
relatives, or friends, or from other sources, as long as the veteran is 
permanently and totally disabled to earn a livelihood through his own 
efforts, meets all the service and other requirements and has a com- 

utable annual income less than the amounts specified by law? No, 

dies and gentlemen of the committee, while we submit no plea for 
increases of pension and liberalization of criteria embodied in the bills 
before you this session, we most certainly do not favor the retro- 
Sar movement away from existing national policy, as advocated 

y the Bradley Commission. That might well prove to be the opening 
wedge that would place the compensation legislative structure in 
jevpardy and spearhead a subsequent attempt to tie in the compensa- 
tion program to “needs,” the word that runs like a thread through the 
tapestry of the ‘new look” advocated so strongly by the President’s 
Commission on Veterans’ pensions. 

I would like to repeat from the statement of our national commander 
when he said: 

No veteran should be required to forfeit any disability compensation for a 
service-connected disability, because of becoming unemployable, in part, cer- 
tainly, because of such service-connected handicaps, and possibly in part because 
of age and/or some other nonservice-connected disability. Rather, his basic 
disability rating should be increased on the basis of the factors of age and unem- 
ployability, as I understand is the situation in other countries, such as Australia 
and New Zealand. 

Moreover, if, on top of his service-connected disability, he has become unem- 
plapahie because of the combination of some nonservice-connected disability 
and/or his age, then in addition to his disability compensation he should also be 
awarded the pension benefits payable for permanent total nonservice-connected 
disability, or at least such portion thereof as, on a sliding scale, would not exceed 


specified totals, the details of which would need to be determined on the basis 
of careful studies and analysis. 
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Based on our national commander’s statement, we are using this 
formula as an example. If a veteran is receiving compensation for a 
service-connected disability of 30 percent, he would be entitled -to 
$55 compensation. If he elects and is eligible to receive part III 
— at age 65 because of unemployability, then the entire amount 

e receives is charged off to the pension program. It is our firm 
belief that he should not have to waive the $55 compensation which 
should continue to be charged to the compensation program and only 
the difference to be charged to the pension program. We feel that 
they are giving us false figures on the future costs of the pension 
program because 73 percent of service-connected disabled veterans 
on the compensation rolls are rated at 30 percent or less. 

We, the Department of Massachusetts, Disabled American Veterans, 
feel that the passage of H.R. 6432 in its present form, could conceivably 
lead to the creation of a soldiers’ relief or general welfare program, that 
would finally supplant our present Veterans’ Administration. We 
are definitely opposed to such a program. 

In the absence of an official position from our national headquarters 
we have presented the views of the Department of Massachusetts, 
DAV, with reference to H.R. 6432. 

Whereas basic disability ro want ate payments have not been 
increased proportionately which therefore resulted in proportion- 
ate reduction in standard of living of compensable disabled veterans, 
we urge the President and the Congress of the United States to amend 
the laws pertaining to disabled veterans so as in effect to provide that 
all monthly payments to disabled veterans and their dependents be 
increased approximately 10 percent. 

We fully endorse all proposals to make available more general 
medical and surgical beds in the Commonwealth. There is an urgent 
need for an increase of NP beds in the Commonwealth. Under the 
new VA a eer bed policy, we are losing 300 NP beds at Bedford 
VA Hospital. The loss of these 300 beds at Bedford will be a con- 
siderable hardship on NP conditions in Massachusetts. There is also 
a need for a combination type domiciliary home to provide for inter- 
mediate care, and chronic and terminal cases in Massachusetts. 

We also wish to endorse the DAV bill—H.R. 3752—which would 
increase the Federal aid to State homes from the present $700 per 
Pr to $1,000 per annum for the maintenance of such veterans 
therein. 

We advocate placing the widows and children of deceased World 
War II and the Korean conflict veterans on a parity with those of 
deceased World War I veterans, for pension purposes, and we believe 
that this is a worthy adjustment that is long overdue. 

There are 97 national cemeteries located in 37 States—none in the 
New England area. We feel that there should be one located in 
Massachusetts. 

The Cuarrmay. Is it true you are losing 300 NP beds at Bedford? 

Mr. Lauiey. That is right; under the new policy of the VA. 

The CaarrMan. How will you lose them? 

Mr. Latiey. Our State adjutant, Joseph R. Harold, has a copy of 
the report there. 

The Cuarrman. Charley, is this something permanent? 
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Mr. Cotxatos. It is permanent. Once the construction is finished, 
we will have 303 less beds than we had before construction started. 
{Laughter.] 

The CuarrMaNn. I think the finest thing that we do on this earth 
for our veterans is our hospital program. When we give a man hos- 
pitalization when the veteran is sick or down and out and cannot 
afford.to pay for it, I do not think there is a finer thing that we can 
do. I want to assure you and Mrs. Rogers that any way I can help 
in this:situation, I certainly will. [Applause.] 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to get into an argu- 
ment, but we were very unfairly treated at Bedford, in a manner that 
I very deeply resent. Other buildings went forward. That is water 
over the dam. If we could get additional beds now, I would be very 


happy. 

“Mr Couuatos. Mr. Chairman, if we accomplish nothing else, at 
this hearing, the remarks of the chairman, I am sure, will represent 
those of the entire committee. If you will look into the hospital 
situation, certainly the position taken by our members here at this 
meeting will be justified. 

The CuarrMan. May I say this, Charley: I wish you could know 
all the work this committee has done in the past year on the hospital 
program. And if there are those of you really interested in knowing, 
write us, and let us send you a copy of the hearings we have had. 

I want to say I think Mr. Sumner Whittier is doing a wonderful job. 
I think he has made a lot of progress in this orale hospital thing. 
Our problem has been in the Bureau of the Budget for a number of 
years, and I think we have made a lot of progress in that. But this 
committee has done a lot of work on the hospital program. Write 
and get the hearings and see what has happened in the hospital 
program. 

Recently the committee was responsible for getting about $6 
million, between $5 and $6 million, put back in the appropriation for 
the hospital program. 

There is something in the paper this morning which I did not read, 
Charley, but the committee recently sent a communication to the 
Appropriations Committee saying that they were not appropriating 
enough money for our building program. 

Now, those who oppose our Despite rogram—there are other ways 
to hurt it. You can let the hospital fall down, and you will not have 
any hospital program. We have about a $2 billion physical plant 
across the country in veterans’ hospitals. And we have not got 
enough money to keep those hospitals in good shape. But this 
committee is very, very much aware of the hospital program. 

Mr. Cotuatos. Mr. Chairman, we are also pleased that joining 

our panel on the platform there is a former member of the House of 
Riseeaeuidivees of the State of Massachusetts, a new Congressman 
in the U.S. Congress, a great friend of ours, Congressman James 
Burke. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, our next speaker is also a member of the House of 
Representatives here. He has been a very devoted and articulate 
member of the military affairs committee of the House of Represent- 
atives of Massachusetts, which is similar to your committee. He is 
Representative John Tynan. 
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN TYNAN, LEGISLATIVE 
CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, VETERANS OF 
FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Tynan. Mr. Chairman, I, too, welcome the opportunity to 
speak to you this morning, not only in behalf of the Veterans of 
orei Wars, but for: many of my colleagues in the Massachusetts 
ature. 
r. Chairman, you can rest assured that your committee has 
arrived here and this has been preceded by the fact that most of us 
are well aware of the work that you and your colleagues have done in 
behalf of the veteran population of this Nation over a period of years, 
And for that, sir, we are extremely grateful. However, there does 
come a time, Mr. Chairman, when we shall differ, as you well know; 
on legislation. 

And today, sir, this matter that is now before us is one of the 
incidents. 

Might I state to you, as preface to my remarks on the particulars 
of the bill, that perhaps the thing that has disturbed many of us and 
has assembled this large group here is the fact that many of the reports, 
both the Hoover and the Bradley reports, over a oaint of time, in the 
opinion of the general veteran population, are inclined not to provide 
the type of treatment that we believe is required and would in fact 
mislead Congress grants to the veterans and the men who have fought 
in time of war. 

Consequently the men are quite disturbed, sir, quite disturbed, 
because suddenly a sliding anal, or a proposal for a sliding scale, 
comes into existence. 

The present administration, without becoming political or intending 
to become political, sir, by the remarks over the past few years, indi- 
cate that they are quite concerned with the cost of veterans’ benefits 
or, rather, in my opinion, with the rights that the people are entitled 
to, because of their service. 

Mr. Chairman, if they are going to be concerned with the sliding 
scale, because of the man who is $1 over at the top level and has been 
precluded, then let them be concerned with the man who is $1 over at 
the lowest level. That, too, enters into it, and you know, with your 
past legislative experience, sir, that no matter where we draw the line, 
somebody always gets hurt. 

But the thing that quickly comes to my mind with regard to this is 
that the average World War I man within a period of 5 or 6—— 

The CHarrMANn. May I interrupt you a minute? 

Before you leave that, let us talk a little more about this $1 over 
and $1 under. What would you do about that? 

Mr. Tynan. Mr. Chairman, that is kind of a loaded question. 

The CHarrMaNn. It is a question that we have to face. And I do 
not think it is right that a person who makes $1,401 has this thin 
happen. Now, this sliding scale was put in the survivor benefits bi 
a number of years. How would you handle this problem? 

Mr. Tynan. If you believe, Mr. Chairman, that a certain standard 
should be set, then the standard should be set for everyone, sir. If it 
is the opinion of this committee that a man needs $1,500 or $1,600 a 
year as an individual to get by, then I think this committee should 
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also give the man who has nothing, $1,500 to get by, and not hand 
him $85 or $1,000 to get by. 

Now, it has to be fair both ways, if that is the opinion of the legis- 
lature. In other words, you cannot say to the man who is $1 over in 
this case, ‘Well, it is tough on you, but to the man who is $1 at the 
low level it does not matter,’ because I think it does, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I agree with you, John. And I will say this to 
you: This committee to a considerable extent acts as a mediator. 
And if we can get any kind of a bill whereby we can get the com- 
mittee or the sdeaicatistten to halfway agree, I will bet you it will 
be reported out of this committee unanimously. 

Mr. Tynan. Of course, I am only speaking for one, but I am speak- 
ing after talking to the legislative committee of the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars. e believe that basically the present law is a pretty 
good one. We also believe—and that was the point I was trying to, 
make, Mr. Chairman—that within a few short years, all the World 
War I men will be 65 years of age, and consequently, sir, I think that 
is where we get into trouble on our legislation, where you make fish 
out of one and fowl out of the other. If you say to the man who 
happens to have reached the retirement age that he can receive a cer- 
tain benefit, and also his brother who happens to be a few years younger 
and does not come into retirement age until a few years from now, 
once again, sir, you create an inequity. 

And of course when we kn deieichien we try to do away with 
those and treat everybody as fairly as possible. So that, getting every- 
thing into the realm of a sliding scale, you create just as much inequity, 
or changing the present law you are going to create just as many 
inequities, as now exist. 

e CuarrMan. Then what is the answer? That is, what is the 
answer to this thing of a dollar over and a dollar under? 

Mr. Tynan. The answer, sir, in my opinion is to leave the present 
law alone and not to touch it. It is something that has been created 
and something that the veterans in the Nation have existed on and 
have believed in, Mr. Chairman. If there are inequities of that sort, 
then they have existed for a good many years, and those who have en- 
joyed whatever privileges or benefits that come to them from this 
system, and certainly their brother veteran, who is looking forward to 
the day when he will be in the same category, is looking forward to his 
equal treatment. 

Mr. Chairman, may I point out to you one thing? I realize this is a 
matter before you that might create a study or bring some other legisla- 
tion. But certainly, Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee will never 
go into the area of destroying the Government insurance. And I say 

estroying it only to this extent, sir. This bill here says all income, 
regardless. of source. Now, it has always been my understanding— 
and I worked in the Veterans’ Administration for 5 years prior to com- 
ing here—I had something to do with separation centers and I hope, 
sir, saved many boys their World War GI insurance. But I had 
always had the understanding that under no circumstance would the 
GI insurance be counted as income; that if a widow was receiving some 
benefit or the children receiving some benefit in future years, it was 
never intended that that be counted as income. 

Another thing, Mr. Chairman, I hope we do not place the veteran 
in the category of having to be snooped into. A few years back, on 
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our hospital program, as I know my close personal friend, Jim Burke 
will eal aa ], there was a tremendous furor in this State when it was 
decided to suddenly look into the background of the men who were 
applying for hospitalization. The fact that they signed that they 
could not carry hospitalization was not sufficient; and somebody 
within the administration suddenly decided, ‘We are going to snoop 
into this man’s entire background.” 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that you are going to cite the example 
occasionally that crops. up of the man that in my opinion is not 
entitled to any benefits, as well as in your opinion, that he does exist. 
I realize that in many instances this type o <p has never applied 
for any benefit. But on the other hand, Mr. Chairman, we do not 
want this, regardless of whether it would be called a discretionary 
power, because then you become involved in the human equation 
and in the human frailties; we do not want anybody to have the 
right to start snooping into benefits that the Congress has deemed 
fit to give us. 

If you say that we are eligible on this basis, then you should accept 
our word unless you have concrete proof that it is otherwise. But if 
you give discretionary authority for them to find out a net worth, 
then, Mr. Chairman, Ff can well imagine what might happen. 

On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, a bill of this sort, I would 
imagine, would cost quite some money to administer. I should think 
with the rapid changes and the constant changes and the fluctuation 
that may be involved in getting from one step to another, it is goi 
to cause a great deal more work in future years in the Devertmant-ot 
Veterans Administration before their boards, where instead of taking 
a flat figure of $2,700, you quickly look over the application and go up 
and down. 

I can well imagine, Mr. Chairman, where every year there may be 
some kind of fluctuation. The mass changes that would take place 
in the finance section. What would happen to your Treasury De- 
partment in setting up new checks and new plates and so forth, which 
would well be called for? These things, I think, are important. 

Now, if it is the intention of the committee, Mr. Chairman, to deal 
with the large problem of the World War II men coming along in 
future years, in relatively some 15 to 20 years, the average World 
War I man will be in the same position. Then, Mr. Chairman, I 
think we should take that problem and deal with it alone, as an indi- 
vidual entity. I think that the World War II problem, because of 
the age ran and because of the economic conditions of the country, 
will warrant altogether different consideration, and I think it may 
premature to jump into that now. 

But if you make changes—and this is my honest opinion—on 
income, on the statement that a step-father’s income should be 
considered income for the child of the veteran or the orphan of the 
veteran, then, Mr. Chairman, I think we are going to get into the 

roblem of a great deal of difficulty. That is my honest conviction, 
Mr. Chairman, and I have dealt with problems similarly here. I sat 
6 years on the Military Affairs Committee, and we have had many of 
them, as I know you do, too, sir. I have found out that when some- 
thing has been on the books and the average people have accepted it, 
have looked forward to the day that they will receive that benefit— 
to fool with it causes a great deal of trouble. I can well imagine, Mr. 
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Chairman, when some of the veterans and some of our more emotional 
friends become involved in this, and there is a slight reduction, no 
matter how slight it may be, the furore that this will cause throughout 
the Nation. F thiek for what you would accomplish for the meager 
savings that may be in existence—I think in the bee run, Mr. Chair- 
man, you will hurt the pension system, and I think will further cause 
some unrest and unsettlement within the ranks of the veterans of these 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are going to have a problem in the future, I 
think that the proper thing would be to deal with that specific problem. 
I think that the World War IT veteran recognizes his World War I 
veteran brother and is perfectly willing to let him have that which he 
now enjoys; not to change it and not to lower it, not to make it any 
more difficult for him. And we are willing to step into a class and be 
considered upon the conditions at the time that we are facing retire- 
ment. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [Applause.] 

Mr. Couuatos. Mr. Chairman, I would ask your consideration, 
sir, when this transcript is printed if it would not be possible to send 
copies to the various posts of all the organizations here in Massa- 
chusetts. 

The CuatrMan. Charley, we will be able to send one to every person 
that you will send us the name of—when it is printed. It will be a 
little time. 

Mr. Couuatos. It is my intention, Mr. Chairman, to send you the 
name of every post of every veterans’ organization in Massachusetts. 

The CuarrMan. Of course, as I said to begin with, Charley, this 
hearing, as you well know, was as a result of your contact of John 
McCormack and his contacting me. I have said we will start hearings 
on the pension —— there is nage! moms of a bill. It may be 
this is the only hearing. [If it is, we will print it and send it to you. If 
there is any possibility of pension legislation, we will start hearin 
soon, wpe hearings here will be a part of the whole hearing. 
not, we will print it and send it to you. 

Mr. Couxatos. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in that is not only to 
advise and inform the various members who are not present here of 
different veterans’ organizations, but also to spread on the record the 
pleasure we have at having this congressional committee here. 

- Qur next speaker, Mr. Chairman, is the State Service Officer of the 
AMVETS, George V. Medeiros. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE V. MEDEIROS, AMVETS, DEPARTMENT 
SERVICE AND LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR ; 


Mr. Mepetrros. Thank you, Charley. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we deeply eporennie 
your courtesy in granting the AMVETS Department of Massachu- 
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setts the opportunity of presenting our views and comments on the 
pension question, particularly on H.R. 6432. We welcome you to 
‘our State and are highly honored by the privilege of appearing before 
you today. 

The position of our Department on this extremely important ques- 
tion is consistent with the views so ably expressed to your committee 
last February by our National Commander, Dr. Winston E. Burdine. 
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In his statement he said: 


AMVETS, as you know, is an organization composed exclusively of World War 
II and Korean conflict veterans. During our brief existence, a definite philosophy 
has gradually evolved. It is a philosophy that recognizes that the veteran has a 
vital stake in the economy of this Nation—that he has an obligation as a citizen 
as well as a veteran—that he will not overburden the economy with unreasonable 
demands that cannot be fully justified. We are motivated by a desire to perfect 
a sound, enduring structure of benefits that will adequately and properly discharge 
the Nation’s responsibility to its veterans and at the same time merit the respect 
of the American people. 

This is our philosophy and although we are not in full accord with 
- ve the provisions of H.R. 6422, we believe it embraces this phi- 
osophy. 

Our position has been, and will continue to be, one of first con- 
sideration for service-connected compensation programs and the 
second-to-none veterans hospital and medical care programs. We 
refuse to permit and will continue to fight as vigorously as in the past, 
any attempt to endanger these programs. Our organization has on 
many occasions been wrongfully accused in statements appearing in the 
press of not being in favor of increased pensions. On the contrary, 
AMVETS supports higher pension payments based on need, and 
lesser payments as the need tleniahs es. We feel this incorrect re- 

orting is undoubtedly due to misinformation or misunderstanding. 

e also know that most people are not familiar with the difference 
between pension and compensation. Pension as we know, is paid 
for disability that has absolutely no connection with service. Com- 
pensation is paid for service-incurred wounds and injuries. 

The bill we are discussing today, H.R. 6432, has absolutely nothing 
to do with service-incurred disability compensation and deals exclu- 
sively with disability payments for injuries or disease entirely un- 
related to military service. 

I am sure we are all familiar with the history of pension legislation. 
However, let me briefly mention that the first pension law was enacted 
for veterans of the Revolutionary War in 1818. It was enacted to 
insure economic security for veterans; to keep them from -being 
reduced to indigence or real distress in their old age, and to keep 
them from being reduced to the status of a ‘“‘pauper.” ; 

Everyone will agree that a veteran with no outside income cannot 
possibly exist on $66.15 or $78.75 monthly as the case may be, with 
today’s high cost of living, but these are the amounts he receives 
under the present law. He receives this same amount whether he is 
single, or whether he is married and has a wife and five children. The 
only recognition of the added financial responsibility of family men 
today, is the fact that a married veteran may make up to $2,700 a year 
from other sources, while a single veteran may get only $1,400. 

The present. non-service-connected pension program is deficient in 
some respects since it fails to distinguish between various levels of 
need, thus resulting in thousands of veterans and widows being denied 
benefits or having to exist on a small pension with no otLer income 
when many other fortunate individuals have considerable income and 
resources and receive the same pension payment. This, we believe, is 
not consistent with the original intent of pension legislation. 

Your committee, Mr. Chairman, in the results of a survey recently 
released, reported details of cases of veterans with liquid assets of over 
$50,000, and receiving nonservice pension. Numerous cases were 
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reported where the veteran and his wife has more income than the 
average American family. On the other hand, 46,000 married 
prnncners have no income and approximately 114,000 have incomes of 
ess than $500. The philosophy of H.R. 6432 takes all of these factors 
into consideration and would increase the pension rates for the majority 
of veterans and widows. It would beneiit 55 percent, over one half, 
of veterans, widows, and children now on the pension rolls, and 
eliminates the ‘“‘all or nothing at all” features of present law. 

In our opinion, any consideration of the overhaul of the present 
pension system must necessarily include provisions for establishing 
the eligibility of World War II and Korean widows to pension on the 
same basis as is provided for widows of World War I veterans. At 
the present time, pension is payable to the widow and children of 
deceased World War I veterans, merely on the establishment of 90 
days’ service and a discharge other than dishonorable. On the other 
hand, widows and children of World War II and Korean veterans 
must in addition establish the fact that the veteran was receiving 
or entitled to receive compensation for a service-connected disability 
of 10 percent or more at the time of his death. This has posed a 
severe hardship on many worthy cases and should be corrected. We 
can see no logical reason for the disparity or continuation of this 
provision. 

We also believe that a longstanding inequity in Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration regulations controlling the adjudication of pension claims 
based on active polmones tuberculosis (VA Regulation 1167c) 
should be corrected. This disease, by a provision of the 1945 rating 
schedule, is presumed to be permanent and totally disabling after 6 
months’ hospitalization without improvement. In establishing the 
effective date of award, however, the Veterans’ Administration has 
held that it shall be 6 months following the beginning date of hos- 
pitalization. 
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The CuairMan. Our committee passed this bill, as you know, last — 


year. I suspect that we will pass it again this year. 

Mr. Meperros. And I was just adding that AMVETS disagree 
with this provision, and feel that the award should be retroactive 
to the date the veteran entered the hospital, once permanence is 
established. 

. We appreciate the fact that your committee was kind eno l h to 
pass the bill last year, and we do hope it is favorably shegitleed 
again this year. } 

We also feel that any pension bill should provide greater income 
limits in the case of a widow during the year in which the death of the 
veteran occurs. This would also correct a glaring inequity. Under 
present law, if a veteran dies in the month of December, the widow 
in many cases is denied payments for only one month. If he dies in 
the month of January, and her income including commercial insurance 
exceeds the statute of limitations, she is denied pension payments for 
the entire year. Obviously, this is unjust. 

We would also like to recommend that this committee consider 
single veterans with dependent parents. Present law makes no pro- 
vision for dependent parents of single veterans entitled to pension. 
A single veteran who has been supporting his parents prior to becoming 
permanently and totally disabled deserves, we believe, the same con- 
sideration as a married veteran. His income limits and pension pay- 
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ments should be proportionately increased. We see no provision in 
H.R. 6432 to correct this. 

Although we believe in the philosophy of this bill, we sincerely feel 
that the rates and tables of income limits are low and should be in- 
creased. Since the purpose of this bill is to correct inequities, based 
on need, the rates of pension payments and income limitations should 
be more realistic and we therefore recommend an increase. 

We are opposed to the provision of this bill reducing pension to $30 
er month when a veteran is hospitalized for more than 60 days. 
n our opinion, enactment of this provision would act as a deterrent 

to a seriously ill veteran in need of hospitalization to apply for admis- 
sion to a State or VA hospital. He may also have incurred necessary 
financial obligations, because of need, which he will be unable to meet 
if he is hospitalized for any length of time. We do not object to this 
provision if he is allowed to recoup any pension payments withheld 
upon his release from the hospital. 

Interestingly, the philosophy of this bill does not only provide 

eater pension payments for those in need, but it likewise provides 
or the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the cities and towns 

within its boundaries, greatly needed financial relief. This indirect 
benefit to every citizen of this State is provided without costing any 
veteran or his dependent one single penny. 

Massachusetts together with the cities and towns last year spent 
over $12 million in direct financial assistance to needy veterans and 
their dependents. This does not include over one half million dollars 
for administrative costs by the State alone. The adoption of the 
principle of graduated payments as provided in this bill would appre- 
ciably reduce the amount of direct financial assistance now required 
to be paid jointly by the Commonwealth and the cities and towns. 
In a recent news release by the Veterans’ Administration on this pro- 
posed bill, 55 percent of veterans, widows, and children now on the 
pension rolls would receive an increase. We can then assume that it 
can conservatively be estimated that at least this same percentage 
now receiving direct benefits under State law would be proportionately 
reduced since payments are made based on an approved family budget. 
A)l outside income is considered including pension payments when this 
budget is established and increased pension payments by the Federal 
Government would reduce payments by the State, thus reducing State 
and local real estate taxes. 

The provision in this bill, excluding public assistance and welfare 
benefits as income, would likewise benefit, since current law considers 
this financial aid asincome. We believe many veterans now ineligible 
for pension, due to public assistance benefits exceeding the statute of 
limitations, would, under this proposal, establish eligibility. Since 
the established family budget would not be increased by the State, 
both the Commonwealth and the cities and towns would benefit. 
May I point out again that this would not result in the loss of one 

enny by any recipient of veterans aid, but would place more of the 
finannial responsibility on the Federal Government. 

We have discussed this bill with many local veterans agents who 
agree that this bill would be of tremendous benefit to their local 
communities. 

The nearest domiciliary home to this area is located in Bath, N.Y. 
Quite naturally because of the distance involved, a large number of 
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eligible veterans refuse to apply for admission to this facility. This 
has resulted, in many instances, in unfair financial responsibility on 
the family. Very frankly, we question the value of these homes and 
understand that the VA spends less money on this activity per diem 
for each member than is spent for each prisoner in a State or Federal 
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ail. 

: Another objection to domiciliary homes is the fact that it takes a 
veteran from his local community, and away from everything and 
everyone that he has known for many Bea We feel they deserve 
better care and more consideration. e VA currently spends ap- 
proximately $5 per day for each domiciliary member or approximately 
$150 per month. We suggest that it would be better eapeereonlty, 
indeed more comforting and certainly more economical if a portion 
of this money was used for the care and maintenance of these eligibles 
in local nursing homes. 

In suggesting a program for additional domiciliary beds, we believe 
consideration should be extended to this recommendation. 

In conclusion may I again say that we endorse the philosophy 
contained in what we term “the Robin Hood bill,’”’ H.R. 6432, pro- 
viding greater pension payments for those most in need and a lesser 
pension as the degree of need diminishes. It is a philosophy that 
AMVETS have embraced for years and we are happy to see it recog- 
nized in a bill now being considered by your committee. 

The theory of graduated benefits is not a new one. The rental in 
low rent housing is determined based on ability to pay. The more 
you earn, the higher your rent. With an established minimum and 
amaximum. Our Federal income tax is predicated on the same theory 
and the Massachusetts State Legislature is now considering applying 
this same principle to the State income tax law. 

Opponents of this philosophy can only believe in the principle of 
letting the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. We cannot and 
will not subscribe to this principle. It may interest you to know that 
the philosophy of fairer distribution of the pension dollar was approved 
delegates at our State convention for several years. 

The total cost currently of pension for nonservice disability is 
almost $1 billion, or approximately 20 percent of the total budget of 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

The increased cost of this activity would only threaten, and ad- 
versely affect a program which we believe to be of infinitely more 
importance, our service-connected seriously disabled combat veteran. 

e have pledged outselves to continually work for the perfection 
of a sound lasting structure of benefits. But we cannot, we will not, 
assist in the destruction of the foundation of veterans’ programs. A 
foundation that places in true relationship a Nation’s obligation to its 
defenders and the obligation to the Nation of those defenders. 

We strongly believe in the merits of our position and we have said 
so. Never in our history have we been so convinced of the wisdom 
of a position on a public issue. We sincerely trust that the members 
of this committee will concur with our views and vote accordingly. 

We thank you and hope that you will come back again. 

And, Mr. Chairman, pabahe a few moments ago to Senator Charles 


Hedges, who is the distinguished former chairman of the Military 
Affairs Committee in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and he 
said that he is very definitely in favor of our philosophy. He believes 
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in this philosophy and would like to so be recorded. And at the same 
time, Mr. Chairman, we have here representing the VAMS, which is 
a comparatively new association, the Veterans’ Association on Mul- 
tiple Sclerosis. They have a comparatively small group now here in 
the State, and fortunately, with the grace of God, there are not too 
many veterans who do have multiple sclerosis. But we have here a 
entleman who is the past preseident of that organization, Mr. William 
itchell, and who is now their service officer, who would also like to 
have his organization recorded as being consistent with the views 
expressed by AMVETS on this pension question. 
hey, of course, are, 90 percent of them, paralyzed from the waist 
down, as you probably know. And naturally, Mr. Chairman, that is 
the type of veteran that we are mostly and primarily concerned with. 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. Coxuatos. Mr. Chairman, our next speaker is the chairman of 
the State American Veterans Committee, Thomas A. Sullivan. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS A. SULLIVAN, STATE CHAIRMAN, 
AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Suuiivan. Mr. Chairman and members of the House Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, my name is Thomas A. Sullivan, president of 
South Boston, and I am the State chairman of the American Veterans 
Committee of Massachusetts, known as AVC. 

Mr. Chairman, the American Veterans Committee, since its found- 
ing, has adhered to the fundamental belief that the proper scope and 
purpose of a veterans program is the rehabilitation and integration of 
veterans into the community. We have further believed that eco- 
nomic security for veterans should be achieved through sound 
economic planning for all citizens, rather than through special grants 
or favors to veterans. This is our basic policy. 

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, AVC regards compensation for 
the veteran with a service-connected disability, and for the survivi 
dependents of those who lost their lives from a ieaxiah-ctemanhed 
cause, as also being paramount among the objectives of a veterans’ 
program. 

It is the opinion of the American Veterans Committee that two 
basic standards should be ongeas in evaluating veterans’ benefits. 
They are: (1) In the case of death or disability incurred in military 
service, are the benefits sufficient to provide a decent standard of 
living for the veterans, his family, or survivors, when you take into 
account the veteran’s ability and opportunity for gainful employment; 
and (2) for all veterans who did not incur service-connected disability, 
are the benefits so designed as to enable the veterans to readjust from 
military service to civilian life with minimum economic loss? 

Addressing ourselves to the issue behind this present bill, H.R. 6432, 
the issue of pensions for veterans with non-service-connected disabili- 
ties, AVC believes that such general pension benefits for non-service- 
connected disabilities should be eliminatec. entirely for World War II 
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and Korean veterans, due to the existence of greatly expanded social 
security, public assistance, and veterans’ benefits programs to which 
World War I veterans and their dependents were not entitled. 

The CuarrMan. Ladies and gentlemen, we will stop the hearing 
unless you will be courteous enough to let a man who is expressing his 
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opinion express it. Whether you agree or whether you do not agree is 
your business. But I will not continue the hearing unless you show 

im that respect. 

Mr. Sututvan. In this regard, we endorse the recommendations of 
General Bradley’s Commission to continue the general pension pro- 

for World War I veterans as the reserve line of economic defense. 

It is AVC’s firm belief, however, that the Government should rel 
on the social security program to the greatest possible extent in seovil- 
ing income maintenance benefits for veterans with non-service-con- 
nected disabilities and non-veterans alike, against some of the economic 
and medical hazards of life. The problem of economic security is not 
peculiar to the veteran. It is a problem of the citizenry as a whole 
and should be treated as such. 

The veteran without a service-connected disability—once readjusted 
to civilian life—should come under normal social security benefits and 
the normal risks and rewards of American life. Social legislation 
designed to ensure economic security should be aimed at helping all 
Americans who are in need and not be restricted to veterans. 

Having thus outlined AVC’s objections, in effect, to class legisla- 
tion, as out of consonance with the real needs and philosophy of our 
Nation, Mr. Chairman, we address ourselves to the immediate issue 
before us—that of H.R. 6432. 

If the country wishes to continue nonservice-connected pension 
programs, AVC believes they should be essentially a reserve line of 
economic defense for veterans and their dependents until such time as 
their minimum income requirements are met under old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance, or through their own sources of inconie. 

We wish to express our endorsement of that feature of the bill under 
which pensions in the future would vary according to the total income 
and estate of the veteran and his wife, and according to the number of 
his dependents. We believe the plan of a graduated scale based on 
the extent of need to be obviously more equitable than a flat-rate 
system. 

“Tt also seems obvious to AVC that the principle of determination 
of true need is sound; and we endorse the establishment of more honest 
criteria for judging the extent of need than those currently in use. 

At the same time, without going into a discussion of specific figures 
involved in H.R. 6432, we would call the attention of the committee 
to the need for using in the payments and the allowable income scales 
figures that bear some realistic recognition of the present cost of liv- 
ing. Where pensions are awarded, provision should be made to main- 
tain automatically the purchasing power of the benefit dollar. Mone- 
tary benefits should be adjusted annually on the basis of year-to-year 
changes in the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index. 

In conclusion, let us recognize, Mr. Chairman, that with the man 
demands being made upon the tax dollar, it will be increasingly diff 
cult to secure and maintain adequate compensation for the service- 
connected disabled and their dependents as time passes. We cannot 
afford the risk of doing a disservice to those veterans most entitled to 
help through increasing pressures applied in behalf of benefits for the 
nonservice-connected disabled veteran. 

We should resist the extension of pension programs which are 
actually in the nature of a service bonus. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and committee members. [Audience 
response.] 

Mr. Cotuatos. Mr. Chairman, I would say to the veterans who 
are present here and otherwise that we in Massachusetts have always 
prided ourselves on allowing our fellow citizens freedom of expression 
and freedom to express their thoughts. While there might have been 
a bit of a disturbance, I think it was in good nature. But I would 
appreciate it if those concerned would refrain from it. 

ur next speaker, Mr. Chairman, is a Department Commander of 
the Veterans of World War I, USA, Melvin D. Eddy, a member of 
the National Legislative Commission. [Applause.] 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN D. EDDY, DEPARTMENT COM- 
MANDER, VETERANS OF WORLD WAR I, USA 


Mr. Eppy. Comrade Chairman, Honorable Mr. ‘Teague—— 

The CuarrMAN. Did you give the committee copies of your state- 
ment! 

Mr. Eppy. I have no prepared speech. 

Mrs. Roczrs. May I make a comment? 

Mr. Melvin Eddy is a constituent of mine, a World War I veteran. 
We have been on the Washington scene, either in Congress or nearby, 
for 47 years. And I would like to have every veteran who is not a 
World War I man, those especially who were not born at that time, 
realize what the World War I men did for them. 

In their aid in legislation and in their help toward the entitlements 
of the GI bill of latte, they were the ones who really wrote that bill 
and they asked for nothing for themselves. I honor them with all 
my heart. [Applause.] 

Mr. Eppy. ceathe Congressman Teague, our most lovable and 
distinguished Congresswoman, Mrs. Rogers, members of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, sitting here this morning as a veteran of World 
War I, and listening to the comments in reference to this most out- 
rageous H.R. 6432, I wonder how I can talk and not in some way or 
other to this great Committee of Veterans’ Affairs say something that 
perhaps in their estimation is not worthy of a citizen of this great 
country. 

But we, the veterans of World War I, down through the years since 
1917 and 1918—and the records prove that we have given to this 
country more than any other individual or individuals that have been 
known. We have unsearchingly worked for the veterans of World 
War II and Korea, and now at the age of 64, with our members of 
Veterans of World War I dying at the great amount of over 800 per 
month, we are coming before this Congress, before the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, asking you to do for us what you have done for every 
other veteran in this great country of ours. 

There was a previous speaker who said that our pension bill went 
back to the beginning of our country. The pensions have been paid 
back in the stone ages to men who worked and served for their country. 
either buying groceries or something. So we are not asking for 
something different. We are asking this from a grateful country and 
people who said for us in 1917 and 1918 and when we came back from 
overseas in 1918 and 1919: ‘There is nothing on earth too good for 
you, the boys who have fought to save this country for democracy.” 
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And so, if Congressman Teague is sincere this morning in talking 
to us, that he is willing and wants to give us, the veteran, a pension 
that is just, then I ask him in all sincerity to go back to Washington 
and let us, the veterans of World War I, go before his committee on 
H.R. 1181, that was presented on January 7, 1959, by the Honorable 
Congressman Mr. Van Zandt, and since that time by one of our 

eat Congressmen, Thomas Lane, and also our great Congresswoman, 

rs. Edith Nourse Rogers, has filed a comparable bill—we are asking 
you, sir, to let us have the benefit of coming before you and proving 
to you that the veteran of World War I is deserving of a pension. 

e know there are 22 million veterans in the United States of 
America. We have been interested in the veterans of World War II, 
I, and Korea. Perhaps you will say we are selfish now, in the last 
days of our lives, to ask for something for the needy veteran. 

n this bill, H.R. 1181—it is not the best pension bill that was 
ever presented, but as you said before, it is a bill that we can talk 
about. And before we presented this bill to you, sir, we went before 
the Congressmen and Congresswomen of our country asking them if 
they would support a bill similar to this. And in practically every 
instance, they said to us, “Yes, we think we can go along on this 
kind of a bill.” 

So, Mr. Congressman, in all fairness to you, sir, and to your com- 
mittee, we feel that H.R. 6432 is a bill in detriment to the veteran 
of World War I, something to becloud the issue, something that the 
sliding scale that would permit every FBI agent—a certain group of 
veterans would have to put this bill into operation. How much 
would it actually cost this country to put a bill like this into opera- 
tion? We do not, as our good friend over here, Representative 
Tynan, has said, want our veteran asked ‘‘Where is your last dollar?’ 
We do not want our wives, where a veteran is ill at home, sick, unable 
to work, going out and getting a few dollars to help—we do not want 
her money added to this as income. 

There are so many reasons that we could say about this bill that 
I say to you that we, the Veterans of World War I, nationally char- 
tered last year on July 17 or 18, are definitely against this particular 
kind of legislation. 

I have been a member of the American Legion. I have been a 
member of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. I am a past commander 
of the American Legion. I certainly do appreciate our department 
commander’s words that he spoke this morning. I am in full accord 
with our great friend of the veteran here, Collatos, and many others. 
I know that you are coming here to find out the feelings of us. 

This morning, Congressman Teague, there are many things I could 
say. I know there are others that would like to speak. But I would 
like to ask through the chairman and through you this morning: If 
the members of this committee, the members here this morning from 
all the veterans’ organizations, are in favor of the Veterans of World 
War I and the things they have done for the people of America, then 
I would like to have them stand for what I have said, that we, the 
forgotten men and women of this country, are asking you and your 
committee to at least give us the satisfaction of hearing our bill, 1181, 
or comparable bills, and then we will abide by the Congress, our great 
congressional leaders, for whatever they do. 

ank you, sir. [Standing applause.] 
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Mr. Coutuatos. Mr. Chairman, it is customary in the baseball fields 
here in Massachusetts to rise at the seventh inning. 

Our next speaker, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, is 
another very able and exceptionally fine service officer. He is here 
representing the Jewish War Veterans. 

dward A. Lieberman. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD A. LIEBERMAN, SERVICE OFFICER, 
JEWISH WAR VETERANS 


Mr. Lizserman. Honorable Chairman Teague, members of the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, especially my good friend, Mrs. Rogers, 
Congresswoman from Massachusetts: I was going to suggest before 
I started that you let us have for about 10 seconds an opportunity 
for you, the gentlemen of the committee to stand up and get a stretch, 
but my friend Charley Collatos pulled my punch. 

I intended to epealt about 15 seconds to just give you what the 
opinions were of the Jewish War Veterans and some of the other 
with which I am affiliated. 

y name is Edward A. Lieberman. I have been affiliated with 
the veterans’ work for the past 26 years, with the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. I am also chairman of the executive committee of the 
American Legion at our local post where we reside, and I was also 
judge advocate for 10 years. I love veterans. I love poor and sick 
people. I have devoted my life to this type of work. 

But since you made your oe remarks, you said that you would 
not like to have us just merely stand up and say, ‘‘We oppose 6432,” 
or “We oppose hospitalization,” or ‘We will oppose a national 
cemetery.” 

But now, since so many items have been mentioned, I do not want 
to be repetitious, because then I would be again trespassing on your 
time, your weariness, and I know the hour is set to 1 o’clock. Som 
remarks will just pick a few of the points that have been mentioned, 
— most of the thunder that I have in mind has been expressed 

eady. 

First, I will say the Jewish War Veterans are in favor of an inter- 
mediate hospital for the chronic disabled veterans, or a domiciliary. 

Second, Jewish War Veterans of the United States are actually in 
favor of a national cemetery in the area of Massachusetts. 

Now comes that 6432. 

I have horse-traded with some of the veterans’ organizations, trying 
to get their opinions, trying to give them my views and they trying 
to impress me with their views. I was successful in getting many to 
see it my way; perhaps I am considered in the Washington regional 
office as the dean of the service officers—they respect ~ gray hairs 
perhaps—I am not a Spanish War veteran, but I am a World War I 
veteran. 
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Just three things: That savings clause in your bill, H.R. 6432—you 
are protecting for those who are on the rolls at the present time, and 
those who are not on the rolls, an opportunity of filing prior to July 1, 
1961. 

This is only a tentative bill. Nothing has been definitely presented, 
nor has your committee brought it out into the House of Representa- 
tives. But do you not think that you are infringing on the rights of 
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of World War I veterans, who, because of love of country, when they 
see a way of making a living, are resorting to taking from the Govern- 
ment? I have seen hundreds of Gold Star Mothers whose boys were 
killed in the service that were entitled to the benefits of national 
service life insurance to the amount of $10,000, that refused to take 
that money, because they consider that as blood money. But when 
financial matters were reversed, they were obliged then to file for that 
insurance of $5 or $10,000, whichever the case may be. And this is 
true with most of the veterans. 

Do not classify the veterans as chiselers, trying to get everything 
they can. They only want what a grateful Nation passed laws that 
they may be entitled to. 

And, therefore, I myself, as a veteran of World War I, became old 
and decrepit, and I could not work any more. When my time came 
to file for World War I non-service-connected pension, the door would 
be closed to me, because, fortunately for me, I have secured myself 
by the payment of social security. And I would receive approximately 
$1,400 a year. 

Under your schedule here, if I had a few more dollars coming in, 
I perhaps, under that schedule there, would only be entitled to about 
$50 a month pension, instead of $78.75. 

And then you include also moneys that you may have saved. 
Many of us have worked and slaved all our Asia to have sufficient 
money that we may be able to have a roof over our head when we 
get old, because in Scriptures it tells us that we beg God, we plead 
with God, that he shoul not forget us in our old age, when our bones 
are decrepit and we are unable to take care of ourselves. 

To the members of the committee I ask: Is this grateful Nation 
going to deprive us in our old age of any benefit that we rightfully 
should be entitled to under existing laws? 

I just leave that thought in your mind. 

And then that home that we worked for—and I took some of my 
savings from life insurance to build myself a home to provide a roof 
over my head in my old age—and now under your tiphiction in 6432, 
that you contemplate, you say that any stake that you may have in 
a home, and if you could not afford to pay the interest, which would 
be too high for you to maintain, because of the age getting to a point 
where you cannot work any more, that you should go to work and 
borrow money on that home, increase your mortgage, pay 5% percent, 
which is exorbitant. You will not be able to do that. And perhaps 
in the near future, in a very few years, you will have to have your 
home foreclosed and will not be able to meet your payments on the 
mortgage. 

Why do you have to increase that one little thing that every man 
and woman fights to sustain themselves in, a home, independence, in 
which they can live for the remaining years of their lives? 

Then you bring in a point there about including the income of the 
wives. Well, these indigent veterans are only earning $500 or $1,000 
a year, and they will receive, let us assume, under the contemplated 
plan, $80 to $100. How much can you afford to maintain a home 
at $25 a week? And you have a woman, and she is human. She is 
a good, loving wife and a good, loving mother, and takes care of the 
children. Is she only supposed to slave in the kitchen there, without 
any comforts of life whatsoever, that she sees the other women sur- 
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rounding her getting? Is she entitled to go to a beauty shop? Is she 
entitled to buy some stockings or a nice little dress now and then? 
Her husband cannot | gecalony it for her. So she goes out and works 
1 or 2 days a week and earns perhaps $10, $12, or $15, in those 2 days. 
And you want her to include that into the income of the house, when 
she is not penis that income in, but only taking that to get a little 
pleasure out of life? 

Now, you have the projected cost of these pensions. I have seen 
that before. It is a familiar thing over the 26 years I have been 
affiliated with this type of work. You give a projection of costs, of so 
many billions of dollars, from 1980 to 1990. 

Listen, my dear friends. We of World War I—the average age is 
64. If God blesses us with 10 years more to go, we will be about 74. 
And half of us will be pushing up daisies by then, and more than half. 
In 10 years from 1959, we will only be 69, not 80 to 90. By then most 
of the World War I veterans will be extinct, as the Spanish War 
veterans. They might live like Methuselah, 900 some years. I have 
no objections. But I think we have to consider that. 

And the World War II veterans, how many will be there by 1980 
or 1990, especially those who have been wounded and injured and 
maimed, with their lives and bodies and minds impaired? 

Gentlemen, let us be practical about it. Do not give with one 
hand and take back with two hands. Let us not preach the doctrine 
of the warmongers and haters of democracy. Let us not take our 
veterans and forget about them. 

In Russia if a peasant starts to talk against certain things and con- 
ditions, they immediately report him. They give him a bag of hard 
bread, and perhaps carrots or turnips and ie is sent to Siberia. 
‘‘When you Ease eaten all your bread and all your carrots, you will 
either freeze to death or die of starvation.” Are we going to do that? 

Well, if you want to do that, take anybody te the Mason- 
Dixon line and give him a bushel of turnips and some bread and ship 
him down to the North Pole and let him do likewise. Let him either 
starve to death or freeze to death. And those above the Mason- 
Dixon line—give him some carrots and some old bread and send him 
up to the North Pole and let him starve or freeze. And the remaining 
few veterans that you will have remaining in this country, if they 
start to kick up a little dirt, put them on a raft, with the same provi- 
sions, cut the rope, and let them go out in the Atlantic Ocean, and let 
the waves consume the bodies. And that will be the end of the 
forgotten men. 

ut oh, no, no, no. You gentlemen have hearts. You have good 
hearts. You have good minds. And this Nation is a grateful Nation 
that will not permit this to happen. And therefore you will main- 
tain, you will sustain. It is only a question of getting together. 

As I said before, it is trading. We got to 
trade, and that is all there is to it. 

And this is not the time for me to discourse. I just merely say 
that we have got to do the best we can, and I know you folks wi 
do that, and your committee. 

Another thing: I have a note here that I have got to cut down. 
This national service life insurance, you want to consider that as 
income. At the present time that is not considered income. But 
private insurance is considered income. 
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No. 1, I think it is an injustice to consider that national service life 
insurance is income. 

No. 2, I think you gentlemen, as I said before, are good fellows, 
clear-thinking men. Otherwise you would not hold the responsible 
jobs you have. And I think you ought to change your law so as to 
permit the widow and the orphan children, when the veteran dies, an 
7 fw wd of not considering the first $2,000 of private insurance, 
if they have no national service life or United States Government life 
insurance in order that she may be able to pay the funeral expenses 
and the doctor bills incurred through the death of the veteran. 1 think 
that would be beneficial, and I think it will be welcomed by all or- 
ganizations. 

I leave you with these thoughts. I have cut down an awful lot. 
I would have loved to have said more. But I know a few words some- 
times, or silence, as they say, is golden. I think I have given you some- 
thing to think about, and I hope that you will see fit to do that. 

Thank you very, very much for the opportunity to be heard. 
(Applause. ) 

Mr. Coxtuiatos. Mr. Chairman, we have only four more brief 
speakers, and the first one, representing the Military Order of the 

urple Heart, is James Doyle. 

The CuarrmMan. I must remind you that we must quit at 1 o’clock. 

Mr. Coxtuatos. Yes, sir. They will just get up and make a brief 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES DOYLE, PAST COMMANDER, MILITARY 
ORDER OF THE PURPLE HEART . 


Mr. Dorie. Chairman Teague and members of the committee, first 
I would like to thank you and the members of your committee publicly 
for the fine consideration you gave our organization in putting throug 
the charter bill for the Military Order of the Purple Heart, through 
which my name was fortunately subscribed on your charter bill. 

At this point I want to say that we endorse the three recommenda- 
tions of domiciliary care, NP beds, and national cemeteries, which the 
commanders conference has been developing for 10 or 15 years, and 
which were consolidated by Charley Collatos in his meetings of the 
last month to be presented to you. é 

With reference to the other recommendations, we endorse each and 
all of those made, with two exceptions. We unalterably oppose any 
allocation of pensions based upon need alone, 

Secondly, we oppose the putting of any veterans or pecs them 
in a position where they would be practically or actually under the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, rather than under 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

And with that, thank You very much, gentlemen. 


Mr. Cotzatros. Mr. Chairman, the next speaker is Roland Mac- 
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Donald, State service officer of the Marine Corps League. 
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STATEMENT OF ROLAND MacDONALD, STATE SERVICE OFFICER 
MARINE CORPS LEAGUE 


Mr. MacDona.p. I appeared before your committee about 10 years 
ago, and if I do not—I do not know if I will live long enough to appear 
again. 

assure you I will not take very long. 

I did have a number of notes, but I had to destroy them because of 
the excellent speakers that you have had. 

The Cuarrman. May I say this to Charley and to all those that 
we are kind of cutting short: If ‘ys have a statement, we will put 
the whole statement in the record for you. Let us have it, and we 
will put the statement in the record. 

r. MacDonatp. OK. I think I destroyed most of it. I kept 
putting down notes. 

A lot of people seem to think all you do is walk into the VA if you 
are a veteran, and there is a check waiting for you. I assure you, 
sir, it is very difficult to get it, and as a service officer, I recognize it. 
You have to have a great many disabilities, and they must be per- 
manent. 

If this bill passes as it is today, you will require twice the help that 
you have down there now, in order to adjudicate these claims, because 
they are so involved. 

e come to a point here where it speaks of income. You can 
imagine going to the old girl and saying, “How much money have 
ou got?” And she will say, “What money?” He has been giving 
lite ough all his life. [Laughter.] So we have to find some way to 
get the dough out of her aa find how much she has got. You just 


it. 

This was a bill designed to prevent chiseling. These widows are 
very honest. They really are honest. As a matter of fact, they are 
so honest it hurts sometimes to see the way they really give to the last 
penny of their income. But please believe me: No man living is 

oing to find out what that little girl has socked away for income. 
You might as well forget about that. 

And that does not mean perjury. That means, “I have saved those 
raed bucks, and you are not going to get your hands on it, or nobody 
else, 

The Cuarrman. Is your wife here? [Laughter.] 

Mr. McDonatp. The thing that hurts me: Some of these oa 
we were so proud of—if you recall, when we landed on the Canal, the 

eat publicity on how we got behind the Japs and made the first 
ianding on August 7,1942. Well, I can name you on my rolls down 
ge many, many of those boys that I have been unable to do any- 
thing for. 

Now, T would not change the law if J could, in that respect, But 
they are—their buddies have died. Everybody they knew has died. 


And they are too sick and too weary 10 try and get service connection. 
I am too tired myself, sometimes, to go out and dig around. We just 


do not have the help. 

If you were a practicing attorney and you had in your files 5 or 10 
or 15,000 active cases, you would have a pretty difficult job just 
trying to keep current, never mind going out hunting up bodies to 
help them service-connect their cases. 
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Then there is the case of World War I. I served in the 2d Division, 
made up of the 5th and 6th Marines and the 923d Field Artillery and 
other component parts. That outfit went in the lines in March of 
1917. And you either fought or hiked from that time on until the 
armistice was signed in November. There .was no time out. You 
just went from one front to another. You started with Verdun. 

ou went through into Belleau Woods, Chateau Thierry, Soissons, 
the Argonne. aybe those boys enlisted when they were 13 and 14 
years of age. Nobody cared a whoop what their age was. As long 
as they looked big and strong and healthy, they could fight. 

Now, when they apply, they will have to declare they are paupers 
before they can get on the rolls. They have been unable to service- 
connect their cases over the years. And nobody can tell me that all 
the days and months and nights of starving and hiking and stretching 
your nervous system to the point where it was ready to bounce or 
break—that those boys, those that were 14, 15, and 16 years of age, 
will have to really prove they are paupers before they can be put on 
this bill, before ten will come under this 6432. 

As I say, repeating myself, there are people who seem to think any 
ese walking into the Valecear’ Administration can get aid and help. 

hey cannot, sir, and I would not. have it any differently if I could 
change the laws. 

I want to thank you very, very much for your courtesy and your 
kindness. [Applause.] 

Mr. Cotiatos. Mr. Chairman, our next speaker is the most dis- 
tinguished soldier in the audience here. We are privileged, here in 
Massachusetts, that we have such an outstanding and valiant man to 
serve this country—representing, as legislative officer, the Amputee 
Veterans Association, Charles A. McGillvary, holder of the Congres- 
sional Medal of Honor. [Applause.] 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. McGILLVARY, LEGISLATIVE OFFICER, 
AMPUTEE VETERANS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McGitivary. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Congressman Rogers, Congressman Burke, members of the com- 
mittee, and the great veterans’ organizations of Massachusetts: I am 
here today representing the Congressional Medal of Honor Society. 
I am the vice president. Iam also representing the Amputee Veterans 
and the Blind Veterans of Massachusetts. 

This bill, 6432, we are not approving. Let us not forget, after 
World War II, when we came out of the service, we had to take the 
advice of the veterans of World War I and the Spanish-American War. 

Old age is a habit. If we all live long enough, we will acquire it. 

Let us not forget there is no such thing as a small war, whether it 
is Korea or World War I or World War II. When you get hit in 
combat, you get hit. If you come back, and you have a hard time 
on the outside as a veteran, your country should help you. 

We do not want the laws to change. We want the laws to remain 
standard for the World War I veteran. 

At the present time, I took 6 hours leave from the hospital. I am 
in the Jamaica Plains Veterans’ Hospital. I would like to see some 
of the members of this committee go out to that hospital. It.is a 
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wonderful hospital. The people in the VA do a wonderful job. But 
they have not enough beds. 

Toes today, when I was putting my clothes on to come out here, I 
talked with a fellow. He had sugar diabetes. He waited 9 weeks to 
get into the hospital, and when he came in, he was in a coma. 

We need hospitals, beds, or some kind of domiciliary beds in 
Massachusetts. 

Now, to sum this up, you know, in Russia, in World War II, they 
burned the dead. We bury the dead. And we would like to see a 
national cemetery in Massachusetts. 

And I want to thank Congressman Teague and the members of this 
a for coming to the Cradle of Liberty to talk on veterans’ 

airs. 

I thank you very much. .[Standing applause.] 

Mr. Cotiatos. Mr. Chairman, our next speaker is the State Com- 
mander of the Italian-American War Veterans, Mr. Joseph Bosco. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH BOSCO, STATE COMMANDER, ITALIAN- 
AMERICAN WAR VETERANS 


_ Mr. Bosco. Mr. Chairman, members of the honorable committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, Mr. Collatos, because of the late hour, I am 
prohibited from making any extended remarks, so at; best, I must but 
reaffirm the position taken by fellow veterans who are adversely 
affected by the proposed legislation before this committee. 

Therefore I conclude, as spokesman for my organization, that we 
most vehemently oppose this legislation now being considered, and 
we favor, likewise, any proposition in favor of a national cemetery in 
Massachusetts, and for additional domiciliary care, be it VA or 
Massachusetts hospitals. 

I would like to conclude by saying that this proposed legislation, 
exploratory in nature, is nothing more than an attempt to nibble at 
the massive veterans’ structure which would be detrimental to the 
primary needs and rights of veterans. 

Mr. Cotxiatos, The State Commander of the Polish-American 
Veterans, Victor Zaleski. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR ZALESKI, STATE COMMANDER, POLISH- 
AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. Zaveski. We of the Polish-American Veterans are against this 
bill, H.R. 6432. We would like to go on record as saying that we 
would like a national cemetery, more beds, and let us leave this bill 
here, which was pretty rough on us. We would like to have it dropped, 
if possible. 

‘Thank you. 

Mr. Cotuatos. Mr. Chairman, I am overwhelmed with gratitude 
to you and the members of you committee for taking time out in your 
busy congressional schedule to honor us with your presence. | am 
sure I bespeak the sentiments of all the leaders of veterans’ organiza- 
tions gathered here and those who have no voice, in your desire to 
have proper and good legislation for them. 

I would deeply be remiss if I did not say that through the great 
medium of our congressional hearings, we have been given the oppor- 
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tunity of giving voice, shape, and form to the wishes within our hearts 
and the desires that we so cherish, that our Congress continue with 
veterans’ legislation. 

The CHarrmMan. You appreciate that the man responsible for our 
committee coming up here was John McCormack. John was the 
fellow who got us up here. 

Mr. Burke. Congressman Teague, I am appearing here today in 
a dual capacity as a Member of Congress and also as a member of a 
large veterans’ organization that has testified before your committee, 


-and I know in behalf of the Massachusetts delegation and also speaking 


for the three veterans’ organizations I belong to, we wish to express to 
you and the members of our committee our sincere thanks. We want 
to commend you particularly for ~— down here on a Saturday, 
giving up your weekend, and traveling all the way here to Massachu- 
setts to give your time, and being so patient and listening to all the 
testimony here today. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. [Applause.] 

Mr. Co.iuatos. Mr. Chairman, we have only one way of expressing 
our approval, and that is by a rising vote of thanks to you and your 
committee. [Applause.] 

The Cuarrman. Charley, I am sure that every member here would 
like to let you know how much we enjoyed being with you, but we have 

Ney go, and may I just say for all the committee: Thanks and good 

uck. 


(Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the hearing was concluded.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 1959 


or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRs, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 356, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Olin E. Teague (chairman) presiding. 
CuHarrMan. The will come pe 

e committee is meeting this morning to in hearings on non- 
service-connected We the committee 116 
different bills, and it is the hope of the committee that we can work 
out some kind of a bill that will be reasonably satisfactory to all the 
different groups that are interested in pensions. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. William Driver. 

Bill, I will let you tell us what your title is. Then will you also 
introduce the other members from the Veterans’ Administration who 
are here with you? 


STATEMENT OF WILIAM J. DRIVER, CHIEF BENEFITS DIRECTOR, 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY A. W. 
STRATTON, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATION AND PENSION SERV- 
ICE; H. F. MOORE, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR POLICY AND 
PLANNING; A. W. FARMER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR BENE- 
FIT CONSULTANTS; J. C. PECKARSKY, ACTING CHIEF, LEGIS- 
LATION AND REGULATIONS; LOUIS TOWNSEND, LEGAL CON- 
SULTANT; DR. W. B. DYESS, ASSISTANT CONTROLLER, DVB; 
MISS LINDA JUDD, STATISTICIAN; TIMOTHY F. DALEY, ASSO- 
CIATE GENERAL COUNSEL FOR LEGISLATIVE SERVICES; AND 
HOWARD BERNSTEIN, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS 
SERVICE 


Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. My title, Mr. Chairman is Chief Benefits 
Director of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Here with me this morning is the Associate General Counsel for 
Legislative Services, Mr. Timothy F. Daley; and the Director of 
re Projects Services, Mr. Howard Bernstein. 

he CuarrMan. Bill, wait just a second. Let each one of them 
stand up. Some of our new members might not know these people. 

Mr. Davene. Mr. Daley is on my left, sir, the Associate General 
Counsel for Legislative Services. Mr. Bernstein is on my right, the 
Director of the Legislative Projects Services. 

Also with me is the Director of the Compensation and Pension 
Service, Mr. A. W. Stratton; Mr. Herbert F. Moore, the Assistant 
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Director for Policy and Planning in the Compensation and Pension 
Service; Mr. A. W. Farmer, the Assistant Director for Benefit Con- 
sultants; Mr. J. C. Peckarsky, the Chief of the Legislation and Regu- 
lations Division; Mr. Louis Townsend, a legal consultant in the same 
office; Dr. William B. Dyess, the Assistant Controller for Reports and 
Statistics; and Miss Linda Judd, a statistician with Dr. Dyess. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Bill. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Driver. Mr. Chairman, I have a series of charts that are also 
carried in the pamphlets that have been placed before you. And on 
the theory that you might not be able to see all of this, you might like 
to follow this in the pamphlet. 

These charts are aimed at merely putting in the record and ex- 
plaining to you gentlemen and laying a foundation for discussion on 

nsions, the present status of the program, how it has evolved, where 
it is, and a short-range projection of what we think the future holds 
under the law. 

I will proceed to the first chart in the booklet. 

The CHarrman. Any member that has a question—as you g along, 


please do not hesitate to ask it. I asked Mr. Driver as a basis for 


other testimony before the committee on other pension legislation 
that we first very carefully go through our present legislation as to 
exactly what it is. Also, without objection, 1 will insert here a digest 
of all the pension bills pending before the committee, together with 
other pertinent material. 

(Material provided pursuant to the request of the chairman is as 
follows: ) 
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THE FOLLOWING 
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ELIGIBLE 


NON SERVICE CONNECTED PENSION 


3 THINGS ARE NEEDED 


1. At least 90 DAYS.of service . . . part of 
which must be wartime , 


2. Annual income not exceeding .. 
$1400. if single 
$2700. with one or more dependents 


3. Percentage of disability . . . related 
to age as shown on following scale: — 


| SpISABILITY | 
AGE |. RATING ~ 


any ace! 100%. | 


60% .ONE DISABILITY 

UNDER 55} 70 coms, DISABILITY Must be UNEMPLOYABLE 

60% because of disability ... 

This means not working 

COMBINED DISABILITY or unable to work more 

60-64 50% than % the usual hours 
COMBINED DISABILITY at % the usual pay. 


RATE 
PENSION 


$O40 THE VETERAN 1S 
THE ROLLS 


$1625... . IF THE VETERAN 
HELPLESS THAT 
REQUIRES CONSTANT 
AID AND ATTENDANCE 
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UNDER THE PRESENT LAW: 


WIDOWS AND CHILDREN 
are also ELIGIBLE FOR PENSION 


For Widows and Children of WW I, 
WW Ii, and Korean Veterans .. . 


1. THE WIDOW’'S OR CHI! D'S ANNUAL INCOME CANNOT EXCEED: 
$1400 if alone 
¢ $2700 if the widow has one 
or more dependents. 


2. THE DECEASED VETERAN MUST HAVE HAD AT LEAST 
90 DAYS SERVICE, PART OF IT WARTIME. 


BUT 


For widows and children of WWIi and Korean veterans .. . 


the veteran at time of death must have had some % of 
service-connected disability. . . 
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VETERANS 


THIS TABLE SHOWS THE PERCENTAGE OF SINGLE VETERAN 


PENSIONERS BY OUTSIDE INCOME CATEGORIES 


[ OUTSIDE 
INCOME 
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VETERANS 


THIS TABLE SHOWS THE PERCENTAGE OF MARRIED 
PENSIONERS BY OUTSIDE INCOME CATEGORIES 


58% 


27% Lincone 


$1800 $2700 


RATE PENSION. 


$794... .BASIC RATE 
$945 .. .IFOVER 65 OR ON ROLLS 10 YEARS 
$1625 .. . IF NEEDING AID AND ATTENDANCE 
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AND 


THIS TABLE SHOWS THE PERCENTAGE OF WIDOWS AND 


ORPHANS BY OUTSIDE INCOME CATEGORIES 
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0 $400 $900 $1300 


$1800 $2400. $2700 


DEATH PENSION RATES 


WIDOW -NO CHILD $50.40 
WIDOW - | CHILD $63.00 
EACH ADD'L CHILD $ 7.56 
ORPHAN CHILD | $27.30 
2 ORPHANS $40.95 
3 ORPHANS $54.60 
EACH ADDL ORPHAN ¢ 7.56 
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TOTAL 


SINGLE AND MARRIED 
WIDOWS AND CHILDREN 


THIS TABLE SHOWS THE PERCENTAGE OF 
PENSIONERS BY OUTSIDE INCOME CATEGORIES 


54% 


Outside Income $400 $900 $1300 $1800 #2700 


TOTAL 
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PENSIONERS ON ROLLS 
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THOUSANDS 3 20 - 59 
800r 
719,445. 
_ 
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47,344 
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DEATH PENSION.... 435,469 
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PENSION 


SHORT RANGE PROJECTION 
BILLIONS 


414 
413 


$1.1 


CUMULATIVE S YEAR COST... $6,629,236,000 
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CASELOAD 


LONG RANGE FORECAST 


MILLIONS 
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PEAK | 
KOREAN 
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45 MILLION CASES 
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CUMULATIVE COST 


THROUGH 6-30-59 
$12,641,606,596 
$6,998,557,837 
5 
118,458 455 
ALL WARS wwii WWI KOREAN 
PRIOR TO WWI 


TOTAL COST ALL PENSIONS... .*20,293,751,623 
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PENSIONS FOR VETERANS AND THEIR DEPENDENTS 


WORLD WARS I, Il, OR KOREAN CONFLICT 


Under existing law (title $8 U.S. Code), veterans of World, War I, World War Il, or the 
Korean conflict are eligible for pension based om permanent and total non-service-connected 
disability. Pension is payable to any such veteran who served in the active military or naval 
service for 90 days or more during the applicable period and who was discharged therefrom 
under conditions other than dishonorable, or who, having served less than 90 days, was dis- 
charged for disability incurred im service in line of duty.. The veteran must have been in 
active service before the cessation of hostilities and be suffering from non-service-connected 
permanent and total disability not incurred as a result of his own willful misconduct or vicious 
habits. The rate is $66.15 per month, except that where the veteran shall have been rated 
permanent and total and has been in receipt of pension for a continuous period of 10 years 
or reaches the age of 65 years and is permanently and totally disabled, the rate is $78.75 per 
month. A rate of $185.45 per month is authorized in the case of an otherwise eligible vet- 
eran who is helpless or blind or so nearly helpless or blind as to need or require the regular 
aid and attendance of another person. Such pension is not payable to any unmarried person 
dren whose annual income exceeds $2,700. 


In the administration of the aforementioned provisions the determination of permanent 
total disability is made on a very liberal basis. Such a rating is granted (where the require- 
ment of permanence is met) when there is a single disability of 60 percent or two or more dis- 
abilities one of which is 40 percent in degree, combined with other disability or disabilities to 
a total of 70 percent, and unemployability attributed thereto. Although age alone is not con- 
sidered as a basis for entitlement to such pension, it is considered in association with disability 
and unemployability in determining permanent and total disability. The aforementioned 
percentage requirements are reduced on the attainment of age 55 to a 60 percent rating for 
one or more disabilities, with no percentage requirement for any one disability; at age 60 to 
a 50 percent rating for one or more disabilities ; and at age 65 to one disability ratable at 10 
percent or more. When these reduced percentage requirements are met and the disability 
or disabilities involved are of a permanent nature, a permanent and total disability rating 
will be assigned, if the veteran is determined to be unable to secure and follow substantially 
gainful employment by reason of such disability. 

(The above statement and the material which follows is based upon title 88 US. Code, 
effective January 1, 1959, and defines the following terms pertinent to this pamphlet: 

The term “pension” means a monthly payment made by the Administrator to a veteran 
because of service, age, or non-service-connected disability, or to a widow or child of a veteran 
because of the non-service-connected death of the veteran. 

The term “non-service-connected” means, with respect to disability or death, that such 
disability was not incurred or aggravated, or that the death did not result from a disability 
incurred or aggravated, in line of duty in the active military, naval, or air service.) 
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Pension legislation referred to committee 


Bill No. and author 


Explanation 
(Figures in a are existing rates) 


H.R. 102, Mr. Hogan, Jan. 7, 1959-- 
H.R. 165, Mr. Lane, Jan. 7, 1959---. 


H.R. 228, Mr. Price, Jan. 7, 1959... 
H.R. 252, Mr. Rooney, Jan. 7, 1959. . 


H.R. 256, Mr. Teague of Texas, 
Jan. 7, 195%. 


H.R. 258, Mr. Teague of Texas, 
Jan. 7, 1959. 


H.R. = Mr. Teague of Texas, 
Jan. 7, 1959. 

H.R. 270, Mr. Teague of Texas, 
Jan. 7, 1959. 

H.R. 346, Mr. Coad, Jan. 7, 1959. _. 

H.R. 359, Mr. Elliott, Jan. 7, 1959-- 


H.R. 445, Mr. Van Zandt, Jan. 7, 
1959. 


H.R. 459, Mr. Abernethy, Jan. 7, 
1959. 


H.R. 460, Mr. Abernethy, Jan. 7, 
1959. 

H.R. 475, Mr. Byrnes, Jan. 7, 1959__ 

H.R. 572, Mr. Mitchell, Jan. 7, 1959- 


H.R. 640, Mr. Saylor, Jan. 7, 1959__ 


Smith of Mississippi, 
an. 7, 

H.R. 728, Mr. Canfield, Jan. 7, 1959. 
H.R. 746, Mr. Denton, Jan. 7, 1959_- 


H.R. 755, Mr. Denton, Jan. 7, 1959... 
H.R. 806, Mr. Hosmer, Jan. 7, 1959_ 
H.R. 841, Mr. Mitchell, Jan 7, 1959. 
H.R. 842, Mr. Mitchell, Jan. 7, 1959. 
H.R. 843, Mr. Mitchell, Jan. 7, 1959. 


H.R. 905, Mr. Polk, Jan. 7, 1959___-. 
H.R. 948, Mr. Saylor, Jan. 7, 1959... 


Provides $100 per month pension ‘for all honorably discharged veter 
ans of World War I—no income limits. 

Grants a $100 per month pension for all World War I veterans 62 
years of age or over—no income limits. The pension is in addition 
to any compensation for which the person may be entitled for ser- 
vice connection. 

Increases the rates of pension for veterans of World War I, World 
War II, and Korea to $75 per month ($66.15), $90 ($78.75), and $150 
($135. 45) for those so helpless or blind as to need the regular aid and 
attendance of another person 

Grants a pension of $100 per Poe pisath for all veterans of World War I 
age 60 years or more. is is to be payable in addition to any other 
sbecentil compensation, or retirement pay to which the veteran may 

titled. No income limits. 
Increases the income deceased veteran BY 
to a widow or child of a d 
which the veteran’s death occurred 

Provides that payment of pension when a veteran is hospitalized for 
active pulmonary shall be from the date of hospitalization rather 
than at the expiration of 6 months. 

pe yy the a of pension to aliens who are not residents of 

Jnite 

Provides = * een ent of a special pension of $100 per month ($10) 
to all Medal of ft onor holders. 

Provides a pension of $100 = month for all World War I veterans, 
subject to annual income limits of $1, ~¢ ($1,400) for a person with- 
out dependents and $3,000 ($2,700) a person with dependents. 

Provides that a veteran of World War I, World War II, or Korea 
shall be eligible for bouien if he has a disability due to service. 

Provides a pension of $66.15 per month for all veterans of World 
War I less than 65 years of age; $78.75 per month if the veteran has 
been permanently and totally disabled for a continuous period of 
10 or more years; and $135.45 per month if the veteran is in need 
of regular aid and attendance. Upon reaching age 65 these rates 
shall be increased to $80 per month and to $150 per month for the 
veteran requiring regular paid and attendance of another person. 
Increases anni income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) _ plicable to 
veterans without dependents and to $3,000 ($2,700 veterans 
with dependents. 

Authorizes payment of pension to veterans of World War I, World 
War II, and Korea at the same rates peasy applicable to veterans 
of the Spanish-American War. visions applicable both to 
veterans and dependents and contains no income limits. 

Authorizes payment of pension to widows and children of World 
War II and Korean veterans on the same basis as presently payable 


Excludes from income qe the expenses of the last illness and 


of pension 
~ the year in 


Increases the vane of pension for a Medal of Honor holder to $100 ($10) 
r month and reduces the requirement that the recipient must be 
or more years 

Increases the income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) for veterans without 
dependents and to $3,000 ($2, 700) for veterans with dependents. 
= applicable in determining income limits of widows and children 

veterans. 

Provides for the payment of pension to widows of Confederate vet- 
erans who do not meet the existing marriage requirements. 

Increases the income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) for veterans without 
dependents and to $3,000 ($2,700) for veterans with dependents. 

Provides for the payment of pensions to World War I veterans, 
widows and children on the same basis and at the same rates 
applicable to veterans, widows and children of the Spanish- 
American War. 

Increases the income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) for veterans without 
dependents and to $3,000 ($2, 700) for veterans with dependents. 

Increases the income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) for veterans without de- 
pendents and to $3,000 ($2,700) ‘for veterans with dependents. 

Increases the income limits by $600 applicable to vidow or child of a 
deceased veteran for year in which the veteran’s death occurs. 

Places widows and children of World War I and Korea on the same 
basis as widows and children of World War I for Ss purposes 

Provides for the payment of pension for veterans italized with 
= ulmonary tuberculosis from the ist day of hospitalization 

of at the end of 6 months. 

sane the income limits to $3,600 ($1,400) for veterans without 
dependents and to $5,000 ($2,700) for veterans with dependents. 

Provides pension for widows and children of veterans of World War 
II orea on the same as pension provided for widows 


and 
and children of World War I vterans. 
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Pension legislation referred to committee—Continued 


Bill No. and author 


Explanation 
(Figures in parentheses are existing rates) 


H.R. 969, Mr. Van Pelt, Jan. 7, 
1959. 

H.R. 1051, Mr. Polk, Jan. 7, 1959__- 

H.R. 1078, Mr. Withrow, 
1959. 


Jan. 7, 


= 1127, Mr. Hosmer, 
H.R. 1156, Mr. Natcher, 
1959. 


Jan. 7, 
Jan. 7, 


= 1160, Mr. Rabaut, Jan. 7, 
H.R. 1172, Mr. Sisk, Jan. 7, 1950... 


H.R. 1181, Mr. Van Zandt, Jan. 7, 
1959. 


H.R. 1881, Mr. Reuss, Jan. 9, 1959. 
= 2141, Mr. Beckworth, Jan. 12, 
H.R. 2148, Mr. Christopher, Jan. 
42, 1959. 
H.R. 2244, Mr. Christopher, Jan. 
12, 1959. 
‘gag Mr. Dollinger, Jan. 15, 


.R. Mr. H 
r. Hogan, Jan. 15, 


H.R. 2433, Mrs. Rogers of Massa- 
chusetts, Jan. 15, 1959. 

H.R, 2434, Mrs. Rogers of Massa- 
chusetts, Jan. 15, 1959. 


H.R, 2435, Mrs. ~ Massa- 
chusetts, Jan. 15, 1 
H.R. 2436, of Massa- 


, Mrs. 
chusetts, Jan. 15, 1 : 
H.R, 2512, Mrs. Beckworth, Jan. 
15, 1959. 


H.R. 2517, Mr. Daniels, Jan. 15, 
1959. 


H.R. 2532, Mr. Fino, Jan. 15, 1959... 

H.R. 

H.R. 2557, Mr. Rains, Jan. 15, 1950. . 


H.R. 2572, Mr. Van Zandt, Jan. 1 
1959. 


Provides pensions for persons who served in the Moro Province, 
including —— islands of Samar, Leyte, and Luzon, 
after after July 4 1902, and prior to Jan. 1, 1914. Applies'to the unre- 
widows of these individuals. 

Auten a gu of $100 per month for all honorably disc 
veterans of World War I who are 62 or more years of age in additic 
to any other compensation which such persons may be entitled 
for a service-connected disability. 

Authorizes pension and other benefits to those persons who served 
in the oye Forces of the United States in Mexico or on its borders 
dur’ he period beginning May 9, 1916, and ending Apr. 6, 1917. 
Bill © applicable to the unremarried widows of this grou 

the sale of a home shall at be 

d other benefits to those persons who served 


pension an 
in the Armed Forces of the United States in Mexico or on its bor- 
ders during the period beginning May 9, 1916, and ending Apr. 6, 
1917. Bill also applicable to the unremarried widows of this group. 

Excludes social security payments in determining income of veterans 
and widows applicable for receipt of pension. 

msion for widows and children of veterans of World War 

orea on the same basis as pension for widows and children 
of World War I veterans. 

Authorizes pension of $100 per month for all veterans of World War I 
who have reached the age of 60 years or $135.45 per month if the 
veteran is in need of 
poanee aid and attendance rate). creases 

to $2,400 ($1,400) for veterans without dependents and $3,800 
($2,700) for veterans with dependents. ‘isregards social security 
payments, railroad retirement and other pensions, annuities, 
retirement benefits, whether or not ee by law in computing 
income. (Sim ilar to H.R. 3173 1, 6875, 7334, and 7405.) 

Cost: ist year, $1,416,559,000; 2d year, $1, 383,826,000; 3d year, $1 
563,000; 4th year, ’$1,307, 277,000; 5th year, $1,266, 266 ——_ ( 
mate does not include cost effect of exclusion from 
of retirement benefits.) 

the income limit applicable to veterans without dependents 


vides non-service-connected disability based on a 
$105 ($78.75), and 


maaan monthly pension rates ‘to $85 ($66.15) 
$150 (9185.48) Increases income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) and 
payment of pension 


$3,000 ($2. 
Increases annual income limitations governing 
to $1,800 ($l ,400) for veterans without pm way and to $3,000 
($2, 700) for veterans with dependents. 
annual income limits a to 
$2,000 $(1,400) for veterans with dependents and to $3 182,700) 
for veterans with dependents 


Increases income limits licable for ae tong of 
($1,400) for veterans de ($2,700) for for 
veterans with dependents. 


For pension purposes provides that a veteran shall be considered 
permanently and totally disabled upon reaching age 65. 

Provides that veterans suffering from active tuberculosis 

y and permanently when 


ma and Korean veterans on the same basis as is presently payable 
— ot and children of World War I veterans. 

he annual income limitations governing the _ a} 


“ot pens sion to $1,800 ($1,400) for veterans without depen: 
to veterans of World War I and 
Spanish- 


000 ($2,700) for veterans with dependents. 
Provides for payment of 
their widows and children at the same rates as provided for 


ican War 
Increases oie income limitations applicable for receipt of pension for 
widows of World War I to $2,700 700 (31,400) for those without depend- 
ents and to $4,000 ($2,700) ) for those having dents. Also in- 


creases the rate of pension to $75 monthly for the same gro 
Increases the income limitations applicable for =? of { pension to to 
$2,500 ¢ ,400) for unmarried veterans or veterans wi 


Provides ‘thee a veteran suffer ee active tuberculosis 
shall be deemed to be and permanently while 
hospitalized. 


Grants pension to veterans of World War I and their widows and 
dependent chilJren equivalent to the pension ted to 
of Phe war with Spain and their widows and 
"For Raven om (ho came bast as payable to wits 
ar an as 
children of World War I veterans. ™ 
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Pension legislation referred to committee—Continued 


Bill No. and author 


Explanation 
(Figures in parentheses are existing rates) 


H.R. ae. Mr. Christopher, Jan. 


H.R. 2924, Mr. Rees of Kansas, 
Jan. 20, 1959. 

baa 3016, Mr. Huddleston, Jan. 

H.R. “2065, Mr Robison, Jan. 21, 


H.R. 3173, Mr. Gray, Jan. 22, 1959_- 


H.R. 3268, Mr. Bennett of Michi- 
gan, Jan. 26, 1959. 


H.R. 3296, Mr. Fino, Jan. 26, 1959. 
H.R. 3329, Mr. McFall, Jan. 26, 
H.R. 3338, Mr, Merrow, Jan. 26, 
HR. 3341, Mr. Mills, Jan. 26, 1959_- 


H.R. Mr, Whitener, Jan. 
H.R. 3447, Mr. Bates, Jan. 27, 1959... 


H.R. 3479, Mr, Lane, Jan. 27, 1959_. 

H.R. 3512, Mr. Van Zandt (by re- 
quest), Jan. 27, 1959. 

mes 3712, Mr. Cramer, Jan. 29, 

H. ey Mr. Hargis, Jan. 29, 


H.R. 3750, Mrs. Rogers of Massa- 
chusetts (by request), Jan. 29, 


H. sy 3753, Mrs. Rogers of Massa- 
chusetts (by request), Jan. 29, 


HR 3 3754, Mrs. Dems: 
chusetts’ (by request), Jan. 29, 


1959. 
H.R. 3968, Mr. Gray, Feb. 3, 1959_- 


Mr. MeMillan, Feb. 4, 
H.R. 4075, Mr. MeMillan, Feb. 4, 
H.R. 4323, Mr. Ashley, Feb. 11, 
1B 4412, Mr. Tollefson, Feb. 11, 


pension rates to $75 ($66.15), $90 ($78.75) and aes oe, 45) 
and increases pension rates payable to widows and ch 
Increases the income limitations to $1,500 ($1,400) for He viliiies 
and to $3,000 ($2,700) for veterans with a wife or children. 
Grants a pension of $100 per month to all honorably discharged vet- 
erans of World War I age 62 years or over, in addition to any other 
sapien which they may be entitled to for a service-connected 


disa y. 

Authorizes pension and other benefits for persons who served in the 
Armed Forces of the United States in Mexico or on its borders 
during the period beginning Dec. 8, 1910, and ending Apr. 6, 1917. 
Bill also applies to the unremarried widows of this grou 

Increases by $600 the income limit applicable to the - or child 
for the year in which the veteran’s death occurs. 

the income limitations applicable for receipt of Fs sayy to 
$1,800 ($1,400) for single veterans or veterans without ch m and 
to $3,000 ($2,700) for those with mth oral 

Provides a pension of $100 per month for all veterans of World W ar I 
who are 60 or more years of age. amount is increased to $120 
monthly if the veteran served 30 outside the con- 
tinental limit of the United States and further increased by $50 a 
month if the person is in need of regular aid and attendance. In- 
come limits increased to $2,400 ($1,400) for veterans without depend- 
ents and to $3,800 ($2,700) for veterans with dependents. Dis- 
regards social security payments, railroad retirement and other 
by iow i annuities, retirement benefits whether or not provided 

law in enoming income. (Similar to H.R. 1181, 6521, 6875, 
7334, and 7405.) 
the income limitations applicable for of to 
$1,800 ($1,400) for single veterans or veterans wi 
to $3,000 ($2,700) for veterans having de dents, 

Provides a on of $100 a month to all aye | discharged vet- 
erans of World War I who are 60 or more y 

Increases income limitations to $1,550 ($1, £2,880 ($2,700) . 


Counts, for pension purposes, service between Nov. 12, 1918, and July 
2, 192i, for individuals who served in Germany or Russia. 
Provide ’ pensions for. widows and children of World War II and 
orean veterans shall be paid under the same conditions as widows 
es children of deceased World War I veterans. 
Provide pensions for widows and children of World War II and 
veterans under the same conditions as widows and children 
of deceased World War I veterans. 
Excludes from income limitation the ppote for debts of veterans 
and expense of last illness and burial in d ea 
pension purposes. 
Increases income limitation for World War I veterans to $2,400 
($1,400) and $3,800 ($2,700). 
Increases the rates of pension for widows of World War I veterans to 
the same level as paid Spanish-American War widows $65 ($50.40) , 
— the — limitations to $2,400 ($1,400) and $3,800 


Increases the income limits for World War I widows to $1,800 ($1,400) 
and $3,600 ($2,700). 

Provides pension at the 70-day rate for Spanish-American War 
veterans who have less than 70 days’ service. 

Amends the definition of permanent-total disability for pension D pes 
poses to include a veteran hospitalized for active pulmonary r- 
culosis or who has reached the age of 65 years. 

Excludes from income for the yom of pension income limitations 
payments from commercial insurance not in excess of $10,000. 


Increases income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) and $3,300 ($2,700). 


#rovides payment of pension to widows and children of the Spanish - 
Mier bushents served tor days or mete t less 
Increases thedueome limits to $2,000 ($1,400) and $3,600 ($2,700). 


Excludes social security oe pe in Soretiins annual income of 
World War I veterans 
Increases the income imitation to $ to $1, 1650 (81,4 ($1,400) and $3,350 ($2,700). 


Provides pension of $100 a month for all World War I honorably dis- 
charged veterans. 


’ H.R. 2748, Mr. Davis of Georgia, 
Jan. 19, 1959. 
H.R. 2895, Mr. Libonati, Jan. 20, 
1958. 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


361 


Pension legislation referred to committee—Continued 


Bill No. and author 


Explanation 
in ore exiting veten) 


H.R, 4528, Mr. Oliver, Feb. 16, 1959- 


H.R. 4536, Mrs, Rogers of Massa- 

chusetts (by request), Feb. 16, 
HF at, Mr. Roosevelt, Feb. 17, 
H.R, 4686, Mr, Beckworth, Feb. 
wi, 44, Mr. Giaimo, Feb. 18, 


H.R. 4741, Mrs. Rogers of M 
chusetts’ (by request), Feb. 18, 


HR 4808, Mr. Multer, Feb. 19, 

H.R. Mr. Walter, Feb. 

H.R. Bennett of Micht- 
gan, Feb. 24 


H.R. 4932, Mr. Lane (by request), 
Feb. 24, 1959. am 


H.R. 5025, Mr. Wier, Feb, 25, 1950_ 


H.R, rg Mr. George P. ile. 
Feb. 26, 1959. 


Mr. Gubser, Mar. 3, 
H.R. 5392, Mr. Dent, Mar. 9, 1959__ 


H.R. 5398, Mr. Gallagher, Mar. 9, 
1959. 


H.R. Mr. Prokop, Mar. 1 
say op, Mar. 12, 


H.R. 5678, Mar.13, 

H.R. 5971, Mr. Doyle, Mar, 24, 1959- 

H.R. 5987, Mr. Rodino, Mar. 24, 
1959. 


H.R. Mr. Mar. 
aa r. Halpern, Mar. 26, 


H.R. 6099, Mr. Halpern, Mar. 
1959. 

H.R. 6100, Mr. Halpern, Mar. 26, 
1959. 

H.R. 6117, Mr. Walter, Mar. 26, 
1959. 

H.R. 6168, Mr. Fulton, Apr. 8, 1959- 

= 6173, Mrs. Granahan, Apr. 8, 


WR R. 6243, Mr. Halpern, Apr. 10, 


Apr. 14, 


H.R. Mr. Well, A 32, 
aod, M r 


Provides $100 a poe pe for all World War I veterans w 
reached the age of this te 44,400 (81, 000) 
and $3,800 


Provides pension for widows and range of World War II and 
as pension 


Korean veterans on the same for widows and 
children of World War I ve' 


terans. 
Provides pension of $100 a month for veterans of World War I. 


ents 7 od May 9, 1916, and ending Apr. 6, 1917. 
rovides for 


ohne gy for persons who served in Mexico or on its borders 
for the period May 9, 1916, and ending Apr. 6, 1917. 

Increases the rates of pension for veterans to $75 ’($66.15); $90 -. poe 
eid Ps ($135.45). Increases the rate for widow’s pension to 


| co the income limits to $1,800 ($1,400) and $3,000 ($2,700). 


Provides pension for widows and children of veterans for service = 
the Mexican border who died while entitled to compensation for 
disability incurred in such service. 

Provides for a Ye ry of $100 a month for all honorably discharged 
epeans orld War I who are 60 years of age. No income 

tion 

Provides for pension of $100 a month for all World War I veterans who 
have reached the age “ >. years. income limits to $2,400 
($1,400) and $3,890 ($2 

Provides social security nat be counted iii in 
determining eligibility for pension. 

rae a ort of ha a month to World War I veterans who have 

tained the f 60 years. Increases the income limitation to 
$2,400 ($1,400) in $3,808,700) 
Increase the income li mitations to $2,500 ($1,400) and $5,000 ($2,700). 


Provides $100. a month pension for World War I veterans who have 
attained the age of 60 years. Increases the income limitations to 
$2,400 ($1,400) and $3,800 ($2,700) . 


Provides for yment of nsion for veterans and widows of World! 
the as widows and children of Spanish-Ameri- 
can 


Provides pension for widows and children of World War I veterans 
at the same rate as applicable to widows and children of Spanish- 
American War veterans. _— the income limitations to 
$2,400 ($1,400) and $3,800 ($2,700 

Provides $100 a month ion for an World War I veterans at age 60, 
which shal]. be in addition to any other compensation to which they 
may be entitled. 

Provides $100 a month pension to World War I veterans who have 
attained the age of 60. saneerenpes the income limitations to $2,400 
($1,400) and $3,800 ($2 

Provides pension for thoes and children of World War II veterans 
on the same basis as is provided for widows and children of veterans 
of World War I. 

Excludes from income limitation any or all of retirement 
firms, State, county, or government w hes has 

waived and is not recoverable. aad the income limita- 
tions to $1,800 ($1,400) and $3,000 ($2,700 

Increase the rates of pension of World Wart, ‘II and Korean veterans 

to $5 ($06 15); $90 ($78.75) ed $150 ($135.45), and pension for widows 


to $60 40). 

Further poo permanent-total disability for on purposes as 
including active pulmonary tuberculosis req hospitalization 
or the attainment of age 65. 

Provide pension. for and children of veterans of service on the: 
Mexican border on or after Apr. 21, 1914, and who died while en- 
titled to compensation for disabilit incurred in the service. 

Provides pension for widows and children of World War I at the same 
rates as widows and children of Spanish-American War. Increases 
the annual income limitations to $2,400 me, 400) and $3,800 ($2,700). 

Excludes the proceeds of life insurance from determination of income 
for purposes. 

pension for widows and children of World War II and 
~~ veterans on the same basis as is provided for the widows 
and children of World War I veterans. 

Increases the income limitations to $1,800 i. 400) and $3,200 ex 

Increases the income limitations to $2,000 ($1 "400) and $3,300 ($2, 
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Pension legislation referred to committee—Continued 


Bill No. and author 


Explanation 
(Figures in parentheses are existing rates) 


.R. 6432, Mr. Teague of Texas 
(by request) (VA), Apr. 15, 1959. 


H.R, 6821, Mr, Fulton, Apr, 20, 
1960. 


H.R. 6536, Mr. Rogers of Florida, 
Apr. 20, 1959. 


WR 6650, Mr. Flood, Apr. 27, 1959 


HR 6758, Mr. O’Konski, Apr. 28, 
FLR. Mr. Fl Apr. 29, 
078s, ynn, Apr 


H.R. 6875, Mr. Rogers (by re- 
quest), May 4, 1959. 


H.R. 7027, Mr. Moore, May 7, 1959- 
ae 7088, Mr. Addonizio, May 12, 


7 7240, Mr. Moore, May 19, 
H.R. 7241, Mr. Moore, May 19, 


1959. 
H.R. 7334, Mr. Coad, May 21, 1959- 


H.R. 7360, Mr. Moulder, May 25, 
H.R. 7405, Mr. Moulder, May 27, 


H.R. 7526, Mr. Irwin, June 3, 1959. 


H.R. 7! Mr. Giaimo, June 
1959. 


.| Provides $100 a month 


1. Provides a sliding scale of pensions based on 
and the dependency status of the recipient. Bach wont scale f, ae 
Ry s applies to veterans, and to widows and children. 
All income, regardless of source, counts except panies assistance. 
i The income of the spouse (if not estranged) counts 

. Bars the waiver of all income regardless of source. 

5. Discretionary authority for a finding on the net worth of the 
“veteran or the widow which could lead to a determination that the 
is eligible for ion because of the net worth. 

of a veteran in a Federal or State ee weet or domi- 

or State home will be to $30 a month 

tion of 60 days but the Administrator may apportion to his or 
children the balance of the pension. 

7. Savings clause provides any person on the pension rolls under 

— i may remain on the rolls or elect to receive benefits under 


8. 1, 1960. 

Cost: Ist year, $97,705,000; 2d year, $45,764,000. 

Increases pension to $100 per seerah for ae of World War I who 
have attained the age of 60 years, subject to income limitations of 
$2,400 ($1,400) for unmarried veterans and $3,800 ($2,700) for married 
veterans or veterans with children. Disregards security 
payments, railroad retirement and other pensions, annuities, retire- 
ment benefits whether or not provided by law in computing income. 
(Similar to H.R. 1181, 3173, 6875, 7334, and 7405.) 

venefits (pension largely) for contract surgeons of 

or var I. 

Excludes social security in the counting of income in the determina - 
tion of eligibility for pension. 

pension for all World War I veterans age 62 

or more. Cache, pension to be in addition .to any compensation for 


service-conn disability. 
Increased Medal of Honor pension from $10 to $100 monthly. 


eo social security payments in computation of income for 

nsion 

ALshorinl pendien. of $100 per month for all veterans of World War I 
who have reached the age of 60 years or $135.45 per month if the 
veteran is in need of regular aid and attendance. Also increases 
the income limits to $2,400 ($1,400) for veterans without dependents 
and $3,800 ($2. tte ) for hog with dependents. Disregards pay- 
ment of social securi railroad retirement, and other 
annuities and sateieaent benefits whether or not vided by law 
RS eens Sere. (Similar to H.R. 1181, 3173, 6521, 7334, and 


Increase income to $1,800 ($1,400) and $3.0 000 
Provides pension for widows and ch ar II and 
on the same basis as children of 
or. ari. 
Increases income limits to $1,800 ($1,400), $3,000 ($2,700). 


Excludes social security in determining income. 


Provides $199 a month pensi on for veterans of World War I, increases 
World War I 7 ma jon by $25 a month, and increases an- 
nual income limitation for widows and veterans of World War I to 
$2,400 if single and $3,800 if married or with dependents. 

Provides pension for Mexican border service. 


Provides $100 a month pension for World War I Pieenecen of ae 
income limitations $2,400 ($1,400) and $3,800 ($2, 

Permits payment of pension or to concur- 
rently with Reserve retired pa: 

Provides that under certain qouitichs service on the Mexican border 
before World War I may be included in determining whether a 


veteran meets service requirements for pension purposes. 
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THE VA APPROPRIATED DOLLAR 
FISCAL YEAR 1958 


_PENISON PAYMEW 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES $5,206,000,000 
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NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AND DEATHS IN SERVICE DURING 


ALL WARS; NUMBER OF LIVING VETERANS AND VETERANS 
AND DEPENDENTS ON COMPENSATION AND PENSION 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


ROLLS, DECEMBER 31, 1958 
4,000 
Last veteran died April 5, 1869. 109 
Last dependent died 1906 je 92 
War of 1812 (1812-1814) 
Participants. 536,000 
Deaths in service 2,000 
Last veteran died May 13, 1905. 105 
Last dependent died 1946 ? 
Mexican War (1846-1848) 
Participants. 130,000 
Deaths in service 13,000 


Dependents on Compensation and Pension Rolls 


Widows. 4 
Children. 1 
Civil War (1861-1865) 

Participants (Union Forces only) 2,213,000 
Deaths in service (Union Forces only)-.-............ 364,000 

‘Last veteran died August 2, 1956 (Union Forces 
only) Age 109 
Veterans and Dependents on Com; ation and Pension Rolls 
Widows (Union and Confederate Forces) 3,514 
Children (Union and Confederate Forces)_........ 828 
Veterans (Confederate Forces only)-................ 2 

Indian Wars (Approx. 1860-1898) 

Participants. 106,000 
Deaths in service 1,000 
veterans 73 


Children 22 
Veterans. 13 
Spanish-American War (1898-1902) 
Participants___.. 392,000 
Deaths in service. 11,000 
Living veterans___. 46,000 


|| 

| | 3, | Age 98 

Veterans and Dependents on Compensation and Pension Rolls 

: Veterans and Dependents on Compensation and Pension Rolls 
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World War I (1917-1918) 


Participants 4,744,000 
Deaths in service- 131,000 
Living veterans 

Veterans and Dependents on Compensation and Pension Rolls 
Parents. 12,752 
Widows 390,362 
Children 79,030 
Veterans 910,108 
World War II (Sept. 16, 1940—July 25, 

a pants 
Deaths in service 409,000 
Living veterans a 15,265,000 
Veterans and Dependents an Compensation and Pension Rolls 
Parents. 255,313 
Widows. 84,665 
Children 175,502 
Veterans. 1,648,988 
Korean Conflict (June 27, 1950—Jan. 31, 1955) 
Participants * 6,807,000 
Living veterans.. » 5,423,000 
Veterans and Dependents on Paoeeipation and Pension Rolls 
Parents. ‘ie 36,207 
Widows.. 9,944 
Children____- 36,207 
Veterans. 208,030 
Total—All Wars 
Participants* 31,858,000 
Deaths in service 989,000 
Living veterans lo * 22,717, 000 
Veterans and Dependents on peagerttee and Pension Rolls 
Parents. * 320,492 
Widows * 583, 483 
Children 289,327 
Veterans * 2,898,264 
i. + rms who served in more than one war are counted as participants 
eac. 


« Includes 1,476,000 who served in both World War II and the Korean 
oa 935,000 with service in both World War II and the Korean 


¢ Includes approximately 90,000 former members of the (peacetime) 
Regular Establishment who are receiving VA ene a compensation. 
4 Includes 16,217 parents of deceased former members of the (peacetime) 
Regular Establishment 
* Includes 14,302 widows of deceased former members of the (peacetime) 
nelu 5 Deace- 
) Regular Establishment. ‘ 
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$88 333 

se 
288 


$2,432 | $3,330 
? Median not shown where there were fewer than 100 cases in the sample reporting with income. 


= 
28 


th 


RURAL FARM 
MALE 
wi 
Female 
persons 


Number of 
1 Veterat. status of women not obtained. 


Number of 


Number of persons_-___ 
Median income. 


Number of 
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Mr. Driver. To begin with, 1 would like to draw a distinction 
between the two major disability benefits administered by the Vet- 
érans’ Administration for veterans. We have, as you all know, | am 
sure, a compensation program, whereby we furnish money for dis- 
ability incurred or aggravated during a man’s service. This money 
is aimed at replacing the economic loss the man incurs as a result of 
his military service. It is directly related to his service. 

The Cuareman. Bill, before you leave that, would you cover 
generally service connection and what it is? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. The disability for which we would pay 
money—and the money is paid based on disabilities of 10 to 100 
degrees, the basic rate for total disability being $225, and the minimum 
at 10 percent being $19—is a disability which is the direct result of 
the man’s service. He got it in service. He was wounded, for 
example, in combat. Or he had some other accident befall him. 
This could include being run over by a truck while he is on active 
dusy- This is direct incurrence in service. 

he Cuarrman. How about an accident sustained, let us say, on a 
weekend trip between Bolling Field and New York? 

Mr. Driver. He is covered so long as he is not absent without leave. 

The Cuarrman. Can you give us any figures as to how many people 
are poing on the rolls in this category today? 

r. Driver. Yes, we do have figures. : 

You are referring to the automobile accidents on weekends, Mr. 
Teague? We have about 20,000 a year who are injured in this 
fashion, and who will go on the compensation rolls. 

The Cuatrman. And do you have any figures on the number of 
deaths last year in that category? 

Mr. Driver. The number of deaths was about. 4,000, as I recall it. 
I will supply the exact figure. It was in the range of 4,000. And of 
course ilies men are covered with weekend passes, and they are 
covered by the law. 

The Cuarrman. As long as it is not due to his own misconduct? 

Mr. Driver. That is right. The overall compensation rolls at the 
present time, as a matter of interest: Living veterans—we have about 
2,056,000 on the rolls drawing compensation, We of course pay 
compensation to the dependents, the wives, children, and dependent 
parents, of men who die as a result of a wartime or a peacetime 
service-connected disability. 

The Cuarrman. Would you ~ in the record the figures on the 
different categories, starting with 10 percent on through? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Generally. I am not interested in the exact figure, 
but will you generally put in the approximate number in the 10 percent 
and 20 percent category on up, just for the record? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. We will supply it. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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All wars and regular establishment veterans who were receiving compensation for 
service-connected disabilities, showing degree of impairment as of Dec. 20, 19 


Degree of impairment Total Korean Ww 

(percent) | veterans conflict wards 
ment War 

y | SE Serer “se 2, 060, 568 203, 159 1, 571, 903 195, 977 89, 273 256 
313, 723 25,973 247, 826, 28, 488 14, 440 I 
165, 812 14, 961 127, 415 17, 732 5, 603 n 
116, 134 16, 80, 15, 786 4,215 5 
88, 1 8, 64, 459 11, 675 3, 620 37 
43, 967 5, 271 31, 032 5, 836 1,804 
26, 703 2, 463 19, 716 3, 583 910 31 
7, 772 5, 931 716 166 3 
M0. .-cvads-A-Jamebban 114, 670 16, 749 62, 25, 041 10, 034 143 


Auto casualties in the Armed Forces October 1957 to October 1958° 


Distribution by service: 

rmy: 

Na 

Air Force: 


1 Furnished to Veterans’ Administration by Department of Defense. 


~The CHarrman. Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Mirtcuetu. I was going to ask a question concerning depend- 
ents. But I believe you will have those figures later on. 

Mr. Driver. Yes, we will come to those, sir. We have been talk- 
ing only of the service-connected condition up to this point. This is 
directly related to the man’s service. And we have also a major 
money program, where we pay dollars and cents to veterans; and to the 
dependents of deceased veterans, a form of benefit called a pension. 
It is for a condition the man finds himself in, one of need based on 
disability, that has no relation to his military service. This is not 
because of his service in the Army. It is because of having reached a 
point in life where he needs money, because he is totally disabled, or 
prtrein! disabled and thereby unemployable, and the Government 

as traditionally made available to its veterans, its war veterans— 
and I repeat they must be war veterans—a form of support to keep 
them from destitution. 
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Mr. Groree. Bill, could you give'us the cost between the two, as 
to how they compare? ' 

Mr. Driver. Yes; sir. Today we are paying, for compensation 
and pension combined, about $3% billion, and the compensation cost 
is roughly $2 billion of that, and the $1¥ billion is for pensions. There 
are about 2,060,000 veterans receiving compensation and about 


836,000 veterans receiving pension. And I show you in a few 
rt how we will pro from this point on pension costs, as time 
goes by. 


The pension program will, as you can readily appreciate, far out- 
strip the compensation program in terms of dollars, as time passes. 

Mr. Ranpatu. But not now? 

Mr. Driver. It is not now, no, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. One other point, on compensation. A man is 
in a car wreck or accident of any kind, in the service. The particular 
service makes a service-connected determination? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then it comes to the Veterans’ Administration. 
The Veterans’ Administration can accept that, or they can reverse it? 

Mr. Driver. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Would you later put for the record approximately 
the number that are eae 4 the VA, giving directions? 

Mr. Driver. We will. I will get that figure for you., It is very 
small, Mr. Teague, but there are a number where we do change them. 

The Cuarrman. That is sufficient, if it is very small. 

Mr. Driver. The pension program for World War I veterans has 
been with us in the law since 1930, for the veteran himself, and it has 
for him been traditionally based on need and disability.. For his 
dependents, for his wife and child or children, it has been in the law 
since 1934, and in that case it has been based on need. There is no 
disability requirement in the dependent, the death of the veteran 
substituting for any disability requirement. 

In the case of World War II and Korean beneficiaries, either veter- 
ans or dependents, the pension program was extended to cover them 
before the hostilities ended, so that they had the benefit. before they 
came out of service available to them—but 1930 for the World War I 
veteran and 1934 for the World War I dependent. 

The Cuarrman. Bill, before you leave there, are you going to tell 
the difference. between World War I and World War II? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, I will, sir. I will come to that specifically. 

A brief statement on pensions: There are all kinds of definitions as 
to what it is. . We consider it, as we say here, to be an allowance that 
may be relied upon as a means of providing a measure of security 
for disabled wartime veterans who are in need. 

This, very. briefly, stated, is, I think, a rather informal definition of 
what. constitutes this large benefit. 

And I,,would like, to point now to the basic. requirements to, be 
eligible for a pension. is applies to the veteran himself. 

A: veteran, in order to qualify for a pension, whether he be a World 
War.1,.World. War. Il, or Korean .veteran, must meet. these three 
basic requirements in addition to having a discharge under conditions 
other than dishonorable: . | 

He must have had at least 90 days of service, any part,of which was 
in wartime. 
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He must at that point also have income from other sources, with 
some e¥clusion, of not more than $1,400 if he is alone or $2,700 if he 
has any number of dependents, one or more. ee 

He must not have any other income in excess of these amounts, or 
he is automatically ineligible. 

Further, he must have a percentage of disability. And except for 
the man who is 100 percent disabled, that disability varies, depending 
on his age. As his age increases, the requirement for disability 
decreases; so that when we reach 65, which is the average age of 
the World War I veteran teduy; Be must have only a 10 percent 
disability, which, in our judgment, makes him unemployable. He 
must be found to be eae with one of these lesser d of 
disability. When he is a hundred percent disabled, he may be em- 

loyed, so long as he does not exceed the $1,400 and the $2,700 
imitation. But down in these lower categories, if he works, for 
example, and earns income which is more than half the usual amount 
paid for a job,’even though it is lower than $1,400, he would not 
necessarily be considered unemployable and therefore not eligible for 
pension. 

Briefly, again, 90 days of service, part of which must be in war, and 
income not exceeding these amounts, and pereentage of disability as 
shown here. 

The Cuarrman. Will you tell us a little bit about the annual income 
and how VA learns about it? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. We are authorized by the statute that 
provides for pension to secure from the veteran any evidence we 
determine appropriate to decide what his income is on an annual basis. 
To do this, we now send him a card with a check in December, which 
card has on the back of it a place for him to list the income that he 
expects to receive for the coming year. And he then returns this to 
us in January. 

Certain income is excluded. This is furnished to him in an infor- 
mation sheef that goes with the card. Income, for example, such as 
payments made by the Veterans’ Administration, we do not count 
this. We do not count the amount of money the man has paid in to 
a retirement fund, such as OASI, while he is working, or a General 
Motors pension plan while he is wirking. We do not count his 
contribution. And several other categories of income are excluded 
from being counted. 

He knows all of this and then reports the remainder of his income 
to us. If he sends us a card that indicates his income is going to be 
$1,300 for the coming year, he remains on the rolls. e do not 
challenge his statement unless we have received information which 
would indicate to us that there is something wrong. And we do every 
year, of course, get some letters from neighbors and “friends” who 
write and say that they think that so and so should not be getting a 
pension. This does happen. It is not in any large number of cases. 

I might add, though, that we have checked, on our own, a number 
of these cases against other information available to the Government, 
and we have found that inthe main the veteran is most accurate in 
reporting his income. 

ach year, in February, we do take several thousand cases off the 
rolls, mostly because they have failed to return the card on time. 
I would say that half of them go back on again as soon as they get 
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the information to us. The remainder, as many as three or four 
thousand, are removed each year because their income has become 
excessive, and they have reported so. 

The Cuarrman. Any question on this chart? 

Mr. Fino? : 

Mr. Fino. On this limitation on income, does that include social 
security benefits or private pension benefits? 

Mr. Driver. It ions after he has received the amount he con- 
tributed during his working life. Today, for example, take a man who 
is covered only by a social security payment when he retires at 65 
and he comes to us for a pension—it would take between 6 and 9 
months for him to receive from social security an amount equal to what 
he has paid in. That is usually the World War I man. "This amount 
is not counted. After that, we do count all.of the social security pay- 
ments he receives against the income limitations. We estimate that 
in the future the World War II veteran, because of higher coverage 
and higher rates that will come along, will take as long as 3 or 4 years 
in payments from social security before he would have received back 
an amount equivalent to what he paid in. Today it is between 6 and 
9 months. 

rat Fane. Is there any provision in the law for waiving any part 
of this? 

Mr. Driver. Social security? 

Mr. Frno. No. He cannot waive any part of that, as I understand. 
I was _—— of private retirement pension. 

Mr. Driver. No, there is not. There isa provision in the law that 
permits waiver of several categories. Federal civil servants, for 
example, may waive a portion of their retirement pay. The Light- 
house Service may waive a portion of-theirs. And railroad retirement. 

Mr, Fino. In other words, if a retired employee has a pension of 
$1,500 @ year?. 

Mr. Driver. He could waive $100 in those particular cases. But 
it is only when provided by Federal statute, and there are only a 
handful that may do that. And this, ofcourse, sets up an inequity 
from them to those who are the biggest category that apply to us for 
— those that get pensions from General Motors, United States 

el, or any other retirement fund that is not so exempted. 

Mr. Fino. Is the railroad retirement pension included in that 


icon Yes, sir. 


Mr. Fino. Which permits waiver? 
Mr: Driver. Yes, sir. It is only a certain few Federal benefits. - 
Mr. Mitcue.ui. You mentioned that some are removed because of 
the annual income limitations. Has that figure been a constant one? 
Mr. Driver. No, sir; it has varied considerably. I think in tne 
coming year, perhaps even this year, we will have more than usual, 
because of the rate increase under social security payments. Some- 
thing like that would throw it up. Otherwise, the usual person on 
our rolls is well up in age. His income has long since become fixed. 
And there is not much fluctuation in their income. It would be a 
windfall, inheritance, or something unusual, that would bring more 
money to them. So that most of the rolls will remain relatively 
stationary over the years, and it would be a fairly level amount that 
every year something would happen to. But this year, for example, 
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we will have a different situation because of the rate increase under 
social security. We could have a different situation whenever there 
may be a rate increase of general pensions for retired people. 

Mr. Barine. Weld not inheritance enter into that $1,400 and 
$2,700 group of 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir; if a man this year received $10,000 from a 
rich om who passed away, that $10,000 would be charged, for this 

ear only. 
y The Tieesmnianel Bill, have you people made any study as to what 
eatery of these people are having the most difficult time? 

r. Driver. The present pensioners? 

The CmarrMan.. Yes. 

Mr. Driver. We do have income distributions by pensioners. 
I will go into that in more detail in a few minutes on another chart. 

The Cuarrman. O.K 

Any other questions? 

All right. t us go on to another chart. Those who came in 
late will see they have the same charts before them. 

Mr. Driver. We have put this man on the pension rolls. What 
does he get in the form of a pension? If he starts with us below the 
age of 65, or until he. has been with us for 10 years drawing pensions, 
he receives a rate of $794 a year—and then, after he becomes 65, 
or after he has been on the rolls 10 years, this rate is increased to 
$945 a year, or $78.75 a month. If the veteran—and 4 percent of 
our cases are in this category—is so helpless that he requires the aid 
and attendance of another person, he receives a pension at the rate 
of $1,625 a year, or $135.45 a month. There is no difference in the 
amount the man receives, whether he is married, whether he has 
six children, two children. The number of dependents does not 
affect the rate, and the same amount is paid regardless of what his 
income is, so long as he falls within the $1,400 or $2,700 category. 
He would receive, for example, $945 if his income was $2,700, giving 
him a total of some $3,600, or he would receive the $945 if his income 
from other sources is zero. These are the rates. 

Mr. Fino. On that $1,625—is that applicable to veterans under 65? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. Regardless of age, they get this if they 
need the aid and attendance of another person. 

Mr. Grorez. Mr. Chairman, are there any figures on the cost of 
oe other person? In other words, that $1,625 would hardly care for 
the person. 

r. Driver. It would not, sir. I think that is right. Let us take 
the pension amount. If you took that away from it, you get less 
than $700. And I do not think: you could hire an attendant in many 
places who would be capable of giving much, except haps doing 
some heavy lifting, for that amount of money. I think that is true 
You could not get a nurse, certainly. 

‘ Mr. Ranpabu. You do make an investigation of each of those cases, 
assume. 

re Driver. Oh, yes.’ There is a very careful medical examination 
and so on. 

Mr. And going back: A few. moments ago, as I under- 
sens it, you said there were very few cases of what even bordered on 

raud. 
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Mr. Driver. On the question of reporting income, we have found 
them to be most accurate in telling us what they expect to get. Yes, 
sir. 

~The CHairman. Any other question on this chart? 

Mr. Fino. Can a wife come in under that Classification? 

Mr. Driver. You mean as the attendant? Oh, yes; of course. 
We do not care who he gets. And, of course, many of these cases get 
noone. They just stay at home. And the wife or child or someone 
staying in the house takes care of them. 1 think that, to go back to 
Mr. George’s point, is probably the reason they can get along. So 
that the wife can be taking care of the:man, and he will still get the 
additional amount. We do not question who the attendant is. 

Mr. Fino. Just so that you are satisfied he needs care and attention? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. He is flat on his back, in the usual case, 
and somebody has to help him. Those are the rates. 

Coming now to the question of the eligibility requirements for the 
dependents: We have been talking only of the veteran up to this point. 
The dependents are also eligible, as I told you—the widows and chil- 
dren of deceased veterans who died from non-service-connected causes 
not related to service. And they are eligible whether they «are 
children or widows of World War I, World War II, or the Korean 
conflict, if they meet the income limitations, which are identical with 
those for the veteran. 

If the widow is alone, or the child, the income limitation for that 
person is $1,400. They may not exceed that and draw a pension. If 
the widow has ‘children, the income limitation is $2,700. The de- 
ceased must have had the required 90 days of service, some part of 
which was during wartime. 

Now for the World War I widow, these are the only requirements— 
the question of the veteran’s service and the income limitation on 
her part. But for World War II and the Korean veteran, there is 
one additional requirement, and that is when the veteran died there 
must have been present in him some percentage of service-cunnected 
disability. And this requirement has caused numerous requests that 
it be removed over the years. We have referred to it as putting on 
a parity the widows of World War II and Korea with those of World 

ar I, by eliminating this additional requirement. It would quad- 
ruple the rolls of World War II and Korean widows and children if 
this were removed. It would make appreximately four times as many 
eligible if that requirement were removed. 

he Ca#ariRMAN. Approximately four times as many? 

Mr. Driver. As are now eligible. In other words, only 25 percent 
get in, because the disability is present. If we removed this require- 
ment, we would get the other 75 percent in. ty 

The CaatrMan. Any question on this chart? - 

Mr. Smite. How would that change the costs? 

Mr. Driver. It would increase it considerably—four times. 

The Cuargman. Is there any figure as to what this means’ to a 
widow? Say, for example, in comparison with an insurance policy? 
Is there an average payment that we make to widows? 

Mr. Driver: The average case is approximately $13,000. 

-/The Cuatrman. That is paid to a widow? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Mr: Fino. This pension that is paid to the widow and children, is 
that a non-service-connected pension? 
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Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. Pension is always nonservice connected. 
Anything in the way of money payments that is not pension is 
referred to as compensation Whenever I speak of pension payments, 
I am talking about payments for a man’s disability or death not 
related to his service. 

Mr. Fino. What I have in mind—and I am trying to clarify this 
in my mind—is a woman who had three minor children, compara- 
wh a young woman. Her husband was a World War II veteran, 
and he went fishing and had an automobile accident and was killed. 
And she applied for widow’s benefits and was turned down. 

Mr. Driver. Well, she may have exceeded the income limitation, 
sir. That would make her ineligible. Perhaps he had no percentage 
of service-connected disability. 

Mr. Fino. None at all. 

Mr. Driver. That would make her ineligible, too. 

Mr. Fino. But if it were World War I? 

Mr. Driver. If it were World War I, all she would have to do 
would be to meet these income limitations. 

Mr. Fino. She would not come in under that category, because 
she is getting social security, about $250 a month social security. 
What happens then? 

Mr. Driver. She would be out. If she gets income in excess of 
$2,700, she would be out, sir. 

Let us say she goes off the rolls. For example, if a woman is 
drawing today, we will say she has six children. She draws a pension. 
She gets social security Loe gery in excess of $2,700. She loses her 
eligibility. Immediately the children are eligible if they do not have 
incomes individually in excess of $1,400. So they can then step in 
in her place and draw pensions. 

Mr. Stack. Let me ask a question. 

You say if she exceeds the amount, she is out? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Stack. What about the children? Can they qualify at the 
same time? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. But not while she is drawing. 

Mr. Stack. She is not drawing, because she is exceeding the $2,700. 
_. Mr. Driver. They are living in the same house with her. They 

come in as long as their own income is below $1,400, individually. 

Mr. Stack. Regardless of age? 

‘Mr. Driver. Well, minor children. 

es rats There is no age there at all, though; any child would 
quality 

Mr. Driver. Yes, they are all eligible, sir, individually if they are 
minors. If she had four children, each one is eligible for a pension. 

Mr. Fino. You are speaking of what? World War II? 

Mr. Driver. All. 

Mr. Fino: All of them? 

Mr. Driver. Yes. 

Mr. Frno: Why is not this woman getting it for her children, then? 

Mr. Driver. When she draws pension, she draws it in her own 
entitlement. She gets a higher income limit in her own entitlement 
if she has children, and she gets a higher pension rate for each child. 
She gets $50.40 if she is alone; she gets $63 if she has one child. And 
it keeps going up. But if her income begins to exceed the limitation, 
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she then loses her basic entitlement for pension, and each child is 
entitled in his own right. The child’s pension is in the usual case 
paid to her as the custodian of the child. 

I am assuming that the widow is eligible You understand that, 
Mr. Fino. If she is a World War II widow, and the disability require- 
ment is not met she is not eligible, and neither are they. And that 
is where the argument to pthon: oe the eligibility for World War II and 
Korean widows comes in. The World War I widow or the World 
War I child has eligibility so long as they meet these limitations and 
the deceased veteran had the required 90 days of service. No disa- 
bility requirement on his part is required. 

Mr. RanpDatu. I was just going to say that that is the one case, 
then, where the hard category between pensions and compensation 
really breaks down, at this point; because there are some service- 
connected factors in a pension here. 

Mr. Driver. The requirement that the veteran had had some de- 
gree of disability present which he did not die of. There has to be a 
service-connected condition present in the veteran. 

However, it had nothing whatever to do with his death. If it con- 
tributed to his death, she would be eligible for compensation. 

Mr. Nrx. Is the child’s eligibility dependent upon the widow’s 


eligt ibility? 
Mr. — Not in any way. He is dependent on the widow’s 
ineieetys if you will. He es eligible when she becomes 
ineligible. 

The Cuarrman. How much does the child get? 

Mr. Driver. $27 if it is one child. $40.95 for two children. 
$54.60 for three, and $7.56 on top of that for each additional child 
all the way out, equally divided. 

The CHarrMan. In the case Mr. Fino is talking about, of the 
World War II veteran who was killed in an accident, his widow is 
drawing over $2,700 and she has two children. 

Mr. Driver. The two children, if eligible, would receive $40.95, 
equally divided. 

Mr. Mircue.u. You stated that if this were removed, insofar as 
Korean and World War II widows are concerned, the cost would be 
quadrupled. What is the cost now? 

Mr. Driver. The cost now is $38 million, approximately. 

Mr. Mircneuu. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Driver. The pension rolls now, about 10 percent of them, are 
devoted to wars after World War I. 

The CuHarrman. All right. Let us fe to the next chart. 

Mr, Driver. I think you mentioned a while ago, Mr. Teague, the 
qnewen of how we find these people, from the standpoint of dollars. 

hat do they look like? And here I have depicted a spread on the 
World War I, II, and Korean veteran alone. e has no dependents, 
and he is drawing for himself with the $1,400 limitation. ‘We find 
that 254,000 of them—— 

The CuatrmMan. May I ask one question before you go into that? 

What is your thinking as to our veteran population? How many 
would you suppose across the country do not know wr are entitled 
to a pension? Take the World War [ group, for example. 

Mr. Driver. I would be surprised if there were any who did not 
know they were entitled to a pension, especially World War I veterans, 
who are now 65 and over on the average. I feel that the veterans’ 
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organizations have done a very good job at making these benefits 
known in the local community. We, of course, have been sending 
checks to millions of people over the years, so that it is well known 
just from that feature alone. We have information releases in every 
community. We had, following World War II, over a thousand 
contact offices. These are in all the communities around the country. 
We now have better than 500 locations where this type of information 
is available. Radio, newspapers, and so on, are used. I would be 
surprised if they did not know. Many of them do not know the spe- 
cific details of requirements, but they know in general that they are 
entitled to something from the Government, perhaps, as they advance 
in age. 

The CuarrMan. I had felt that way, too, until can when I 
had a couple of situations that made me believe there are a lot of nen 
across the country who do not know they are entitled to pensions. 

Mr. Driver. That can certainly be possible. I would think ‘the 
number would be very few, though, considering the word that has 
gone out over the years. We are paying approximately a fifth of all 
of the veterans something today, a Rth of the 23 million either get 

ension, or compensation, or hospitalization or some benefit. The 
idea of a benefit because you are a veteran, I think, is pretty thoroughly 
indoctrinated across the country. 

We find that in the case of the veteran alone, who must meet the 
$1,400 limitation, those who are with us today on the rolls—71 percent 
of them, or 254,000, have incomes, aside from this pension, between 
zero and $400. 

Going up the ladder, we find, between $400 and $600, 9 percent of 
the cases; between $600 and $900, 11; between $900 and $1,400, 9. 
And that is 34,000 cases. At the top, between $900 and $1,400, out- 
side income, are 34,000 cases, or 9 percent of the total. The rate I 
put here, just to remind you gentlemen again, is the flat rate, $794, 
$945, or $1,625. 

Mr. Mitcueuyi. What is the percentage with no income? 

Mr. Driver. Between zero and $100 are 54% percent. I cannot 
tell you how many get down to exactly zero. But from zero to $100— 
54% percent. 

Mr. MitcHe.it. How many have no outside income whatsoever? 

Mr. Driver. They have less than a hundred dollars, sir. 54% per- 
cent have less than a hundred dollars. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. George? 

Mr. Geores. That would mean how many? 

Mr. Driver. 194,837 that have less than $100; 54% percent. 

The CuarrMaNn. Let us go to the next chart. 

Mr. Driver. This is the same chart for the married veteran. And 
“married,” here, as I think you know, means the veteran has a de- 
pendent. It can be a child as well as a wife. 

The CuarrMan, [t could be a wife, one child, two children? 

Mr. Driver. Any number, yes, sir. 

We find here that 58 percent of the cases are in incomes between 
zero and $900. The total number of cases is 437,000. Fifty-eight 
percent of them have incomes between zero and $900. We are going 
up the scale, as you see. Between $1,800 and $2,700, the maximum 
limitation, we find 15 percent. Again, the same picture as for the 
single veteran. The large majority is down at the bottom in the in- 


come category. 
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Mr. Mircne.y, Can I ask you the same question, Bill, as to the 


married veterans? , 

Mr. Driver. 118,000 have incomes less than $100. That is 
approximately 27 percent of the total. I want to make it clear: I am 
only talking of the veteran’s income, Mr. Teague. We do not charge 
the spouse’s income to him, so we are only referring to the veteran’s 
income. 


The Cuairman. Then you have no figures to indicate? 

Mr. Driver. I can tell you the figures if we count both incomes. 
Combining the wife’s and the hushand’s income, 23 percent of the 
cases are less than $200. About 23 percent of all the cases. 

Of course, for the most part, these rolls are composed of people wel) 
up in years, and the income as we talked about earlier is stationary. 

This is the picture. Rates, you will notice, remain identical, on 
the married as well as on the single. The veteran with dependent 
gets no more. 

This is the widows and orphans. The veteran is out of this picture. 
This is the widows and orphans. And we find here that the income 
figures—between zero and $400, we have 49 percent of all the cases, 
and up to the top, from $2,400 to $2,700, we have a mere 2 percent. 
And for widows alone we have 40 percent of all the cases getting less 
than $100. 

Mr. Greorce. I was wondering about the man or woman who had 
27 percent. 

Mr. Driver. Twenty-three percent. 

Mr. Grorce. What is the average payment they would receive 
from VA? ; 

Mr. Driver. They would get the same amount whether married 
orsingle. Ifthe veteran is 65, they get $945 a year—$78.75 a month. 

Mr, Georce. Is that not plus the $200? 

Mr. Driver. Well, that is what they have to live on. We give 
them $78.75, and what they have from other sources up to $2,700 is 
theirs to live on, They would have $3,645 if they received the 
maximum of $2,700. 

_ Mr. Mreounts. The widow with no children, with no outside 
income? 

Mr. Driver. $50.40 a month, sir. With the first child her total 

yment is $63. For each additional child it is $7.56.. The rates 

have here. 

This chart puts all of the pensioners together—the widow, 'the 
married veteran or the veteran with dependents, and the veteran 
without dependents. There is a total of 1,238,000 of these cases. 
And this, again, distributes their income in much the same fashion 
I have just discussed. Between zero and $400 outside income, we 
find 54 percent of these cases. And then ranging up to the top, 
between $2,400 and $2,700, there is 2 percent. 

I do not have a figure broken down from $100 down, in this category, 
although you tp retty well figure it out from the previous ones 
we went through ndimidealier But up to $400, we find 54 percent 
of all the cases. 

Mr. Carrer. Let me ask you one question, here. 

Obviously, for a high percentage of these cases, the pension is 
inadequate. Are there other sources available for income or help 
for these people? 
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Mr. Driver. Well, of course, public assistance exists in most States. 

bey § Carter. The dépendents are on public assistance, or on direct 
relief? 

Mr. Driver. I was thinking of the largest single‘ contributing 
program that would probably permeate most parts of the country, 
and I think that probably would be it. Social security, of course, 
would be there, in larger amounts as time goes by. Many more 
people are being covered every day. 

e CHAIRMAN. Any questions 

Mr. Nix? 

Mr. Nrx. You mean that public assistance would be paid an eligible 
widow or veteran? 

Mr. Driver. Public assistance? 

Mr. Nrx. They could get pubic assistance? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nrx. In addition? 

Mr. Driver. They could get it up to the $2,700 or $1,400 limitation. 
In other words, if they got $2,700 of public assistance, a widow and 
six children—she would still get her pension. P : 

Mr. Nrx. In the event they got less, of course, the public assistance 
could be taken up to that amount? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. And I think is in some cases. 

Mr. GrorceE. I think that would be based on the State’s determi- 
nation of néed, how much they would get in addition to the veteran’s 
VA pension: 

r. Driver. They are more close to the veteran, of course, than 
we are. They are in the perp. £ and each State sets its own 
standards on what they would consider to be a needy case. And it 
varies, and I am sure you all know, from State to State. 

Mr. Mrrcue.y. But as you pointed out previously, the Federal 
contribution is the same, r vdieo of whether a widow is receiving 
oy poe assistance from the State? 

r. Driver. All we ask is that ‘they stay within these two income 
limitations, $1,400 and $2,700. And our contributions are the same 
whether they have zero or they are at the top. 

The Caatrman. Any other questions? 

Mrs. Rogers? 

Mrs. Rocers. Could you give us a list of the amounts paid, relief, 
to the various States? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, ma’am, I can. , 

Mrs. Rogers. I do not know that they want to hear it now; but 
could you put it in the record? 

Mr. Driver. I would be:glad to. We are talking about public 
assistance, I believe, Mrs. Rogers? 

Mrs. Rogurs. Yes. 

Mr. Driver. Old-age assistance: The average amount across the 
country is $64.54 a month. 

The Cuairman. The average amount. Could you give us the top 
and the bottom? 

Mr. Driver. I believe the top is in Connecticut. That looks to 
me to be the top, $107 a month. . And the bottom—Puerto Rico, if 
you want, $8.20. West Virginia, $36. 

Mr. Txacup of California, What is California? 
Mr. Driver. I was looking for the bottom, sir. California is $84. 
Colorado is up in the $90’s. 
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The Cuarrman. That will be placed in the record. I will also insert 
material which I have obtained from the Social Security Administra- 
tion Bureau of Public Assistance relative to cost standards for basic 
needs used by the different States for assistance budgets, old-age 
assistance and aid to dependent children. ‘ 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


Standards used by different States, January 1959! 


Aid to 
totally and| General Aid to Aid to : 
State perma- assistance blind ott OAA 
nently children 
disabled 
$63. 00 $68. 30 $28. 35 $64. 54 
32. 66 12. 50 34. 86 27.04 48. 90 
63.17 68, 47 28.77 61. 02 
Micnsitichoaiteteteed 42. 61 64. 80 26. 13 55. 25 
37.15 13.11 53. 33 15. 74 48. 04 
75. 87 54.70 104. 07 45. 06 84. 35 
64.15 48.70 77.15 32.04 96, 41 
131. 88 76. 04 105. 49 48. 07 107. 74 
63. 96 62. 49 69. 93 23. 43 49. 54 
71. 55 72.10 68. 60 33. 30 60. 08 
59.14 16. 25 55. 27 
51.97 22. 51 53. 01 23.95 48.15 
71, 22 75. 51 68.10 34.79 58. 51 
81.38 83, 67 78. 43 38. 42 60. 35 
38.94 76. 01 27.71 56. 98 
ae pk 40. 63 88. 36 34.75 73. 37 
80. 51 64. 09 81. 26 35. 25 oo 
44.09 36. 76 44.11 20.13 43. 
53. 30 47, 67 75. 93 22. 05 66. 60 
65. 30 48. 44 64. 06 . 26, 55 58. 29 
64.31 61, 79 61. 60 27.37 56. 66 
113. 26 71.79 114. 75 * 45.55 97. 04 
85. 25 97. 63 75.79 37.71 70. 82 
61. 61 76. 05 92.13 43. 62 83. 37 
29. 58 14. 36 38. 56 10. 64 29. 54 
58.18 63. 46 60. 00 22. 23 56. 50 
70.72 44. 50 70. 83 33. 30 63. 67 
71.37 42.75 82. 62 28. 20 67.54 
87.70 55. 04 74.40 40.77 71. 56 
92. 62 96. 06 80. 87 43. 89 84. 06 
66. 75 39. 64 64. 00 31. 28 62. 76 
99. 08 95. 57 105. 85 42. 62 101.05 
45. 87 21. 47 51. 35 18. 91 39. 51 
94. 29 58. 37 66. 76 38. 56 84. 50 
68. 60 79. 02 65. 33 29. 29 66. 82 
81. 43 15.74 89. 41 29. 59 73. 27 
87.13 70. 56 82. 06 39. 61 "80. 08 
58. 81 72.20 62.79 30. 87 68. 37 
8.82 6. 93 8.20 4.00 8. 21 
79. 71 69. 57 70. 53 35. 31 74.01 
34. 88 22.13 42.23 14.06 38. 24 
55. 20 35. 64 56. 02 28. 63 53. 43 
44. 46 15. 06 47.73 19.18 43. 68 
56.14 17.18 51.75 
70. 87 70: 27 70. 32 137,00 65. 97 
51. 53 26. 58 §1.19 
25. 78 B08 12.32 23. 48 
46. 32 37.97 45. 49 18. 98 40. 31 
101. 44 75. 73 100. 69 45. 31 89. 05 
37.12 32. 93 38. 56 23. 59 36. 04 
114. 83 87.70 79. 53 44. 99 _ » 74. 26 
73. 60 65. 30 71.03 37.35 72. 29 


| From Social Security Bulletin, April 1959. 


Note.—According to the April 1959 Social Security Bulletin, the average salary or wage for all civilians 
in the labor force was $3,625. In May 1958, the average was $3,400. 
Peay nem <I -_ there were 12,566,000 OASDI beneficiaries. The average benefit for retired workers was 
.40 per month. 


Single retired 
idowed mothers with eligible children. 
ont—_- ae 60 percent of all aged women were eligible to receive 


N 


os Average all § 
California. 
Colorado. 
Connecticut 
District of Columt 
Tilinois. __ 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Louisiana - -- ----- 
Maine. 
Maryland. | 
Massachusetts___- 
Missouri. 
Montana. -.....-- 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire-- 
New Jersey .....-- 
New Mexico 
New York__.-.-.- 
North Carolina--- 
North Dakota.._-. 
Oklahoma... 
Pennsylvania____- 
Puerto Rico_----- 
Rhode Island___.- 
South Carolina. 
South Dakota---. 
Tennessee. 
Vermont. 
Virgin Islands- 
Virginia. 
Washington 
West Virginia._- 
Wisconsin. 
> Wyoming. 
ficiaries, including O AS DI benefits, was as follows: 
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SOCIAL SECURITY. ADMINISTRATION 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
April 27, 1959 


Cost For Basic Negnps Usep By StaTEs For ASSISTANCE 
Bupaets, OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE AND Alp TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN, JULY 1958 


Background information relating to the development and use of cost standards 
by State public assistance agencies is presented in Staff Report No. 3, “Estimated 
Percent of Financial Need Met by Public Assistance (old-age assistance and aid 
to dependent children),’’ and Staff Report No. 5, “Summary of States’ Practice 
in Establishing Standards of Assistance.’”’ This report, therefore, is limited to 
an analysis of the amounts included for basic needs in States’ cost standards for 
an aged man living alone and keeping house (basically the same for a single aged 
woman) and a mother and three children—typical amounts for a substantial 
proportion of the caseloads under the old-age assistance and aid to dependent 
children programs, respectively. Detailed amounts for cost standards for basic 
needs of these two types of cases are given in tables 1 and 2. 


Basis on which State cost standards were reported 


The information secured from States regarding their cost standards in use as 
of July 1958 was intended to reflect the maximum amounts budgeted for basic 
needs for the specified types of cases (both of which were defined as having no 
special needs). State agencies normally budget fixed amounts for food, clothing, 
personal care and medicine chest supplies, and items such as household supplies, 
which represent the main component of the “all other” classification shown in 
tables 1 and 2. Accordingly, States were requested to report such amounts, 
adjusted as necessary for activity and age differentials, for these basic needs. 
Since the designated types of cases were defined as living in rented quarters of 
specified description it was necessary to take account of State practices in budget- 
ing rent and utilities. In most States rent is budgeted on an “as paid” basis, 
either with or without maximums. In many States utilities are budgeted in a 
like manner, Because of these circumstances, States were requested to report 
rent and utilities on the basis of fixed amounts (if used) or maximums, or to 
report the amounts considered necessary by the State agency to procure the items 
if neither fixed amounts nor maximums were used. States that were unable to 
report rent and utilities on any of these bases were requested to supply an esti- 
mated aver of the amounts budgeted for the a hee types of cases; such 
averages are identified by footnotes in tables 1 and 2. 

In general, therefore, the amounts shown for total basic needs represent the 
maximum amounts that were budgeted by States for the specified types of cases, 
or the closest attainable approximation of such amounts. These totals can also 
be viewed as poprecen tine the level below which income had to fall before the 
specified types of cases were eligible for assistance. 


Amounts for total basic needs 


Old-age assistance.'—For the old-age assistance case of a man living alone and 
keeping house, State amounts for total basic needs ranged from a low of $27 in 
Puerto Rico to a high of $125 in Nevada. Half the States reported amounts 
above $87 and half reported amounts below that figure. pear racts 8 outlying 
jurisdictions, the next lowest totals, $53 and $58, were reported by West Virginia 
and Indiana, respectively.. In all, 14 States reported amounts for total basic 
nee $100 or more; 18, amounts of $75 to $99; and 18 reported totals of less 
than 

Aid to dependent children.—For the aid-to-dependent children case consisting 
of a mother and three children, amounts for total basic needs ranged from a low 
of $62 in the Virgin Islands to a high of $241 in Alaska. Half the States reported 
amounts above $173 and half had amounts below that level. Excluding the 
outlying jurisdictions (Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands), 
the highest amount, $235, was Rp sae by Nevada, and the lowest $124, by 
Arkansas. Eleven States reported amounts for total basic needs of more than 
$200; 14, amounts of $175 to $199; 13, amounts of $150 to $174; and 10 reported 
totals of less than $150. 


! For this and subsequent discussions of the old-age assistance prcareme with respect to amounts for basic 
items and effective maximums, the number of States is limited to 52. Because an amount for rent for 


Illinois was not available, the amount for total basic needs and a ree ey effective maximum on 
State had a usual maximum 
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Mazimums and/or other limitations on money payments for basic needs 

Legal or administrative maximums and percentage or flat reductions in pay- 
ments to recipients usually, but not always, limit the extent to which States can 
meet total basic needs as determined under their cost standards. State amounts 
shown in tables 1 and 2 as “effective monthly maximums on money payments 
for basic needs” represent the smallest of the following: (1) a legal or administra- 
tive maximum; (2) an amount resulting from the application of a percentage or 
flat reduction; or (3) an amount equal to the cost of total basic needs (for States 
with legal or administrative maximums above the cost of total basic needs for the 
specified type of case). Since no payment for basic needs can exceed the appli- 
cable effective maximum, this amount therefore represents the highest amount of 
money payable to the specified type of case for basic needs as of July 1958. 

Table 3 shows, for States with maximums and/or other methods of reducing 
the proportions that effective monthly maximums on 

or basie needs represented of State cost standards for total bas'c needs for the 
specified types of cases. 

Old-age assistance—Under the program of old-age assistance, 15 States had no 
maximums on money payments and 37 had maximums on money payments as of 
July 1958. For the aed man living alone and keeping house, the effective maxi- 
mums on money payments for basic needs ranged from a low of $12 in Puerto Rico 
to a high of $118 in Washington. The second and third highest maximums 

plicable to the specified type of old-age assistance case were $100 and $93 in 
Colorado and Oklahoma, respectively. Of all States with effective maximums, 
3 had maximums of $100. or more; 9 had maximums of $75 to $99; 19 had maxi- 
mums of $60 to $74; and 7, Indiana, Kentucky, Mississippi, Puerto Rico, South 
Carolina, Tennessee, and. West Virginia, had maximums of less than $60. 

Of the 37 States with effective maximums, 8, California, Colorado, Indiana, 
Maryland, Minnesota, New. Hampshire, Oklahoma, and Washington, had effective 
maximums equal to the State’s amount for total basic needs. In 12 States the 
maximum amounted to 80 to 99 percent of the amount for total basic needs, and 
for 14 States the corresponding proportion was 60 to 79 percent. For Nevada, the 
effective maximum was only 56 percent of the amount for total basic needs; for 
Puerto Rieo, 45 percent; and for Mississippi, 40 percent. 

Aid-to-dependent children.—Under the program of aid-to-dependent children, 18 
States had no maximums and 35 had maximums on money payments as of J uly 
1958. For a case consisting of the mother and three children, the effective 
maximums on money payments for basic needs_ranged from a low of $23 in 
Puerto Rico to a high of $214 in Washington. Of all States with effective maxi- 
mums, 3—California and Wyoming in addition to Washington—had maximums 
above $175; 8 had maximums of $125 to $174; 13 had maximums of $100 to 
$124; and 11, Alabama, Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, Puerto Rico, 
Arkansas, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and the Virgin Islands had maxi- 
mums below $100. 

Of the 35 States with maximums on money payments, 6, California, Kansas, 
Maryland, Oklahoma, the Virgin Islands, and Washington, had effective maxi- 
mums that were equal to the State’s amount for total basic needs. For 7 States 
the effective maximums represented 75 to 99 percent of the amount for total basic 
neéds and for 22 States, less than 75 percent. For Florida, the effective maximum 
was only 35 percent of the amount for total basie needs; for Puerto Rico, 33 
percent; for Mississippi, 31 percent; and for Alabama, 22 percent. 


Relation _of amounts included in State's cost standards for food to USDA low-cost 
food plan,? to effective maximums on money payments for basic needs, and to 
amounts for total basic needs 

Under the USDA low-cost food plan the monthly amount considered necessary 

as of August 1958 to purchase food for a single man a.ed 55 to: 74 was $34;? for a 

mother and three children of the sex and age composition included in the specified 

aid to dependent children case the amount was $95.50.2. These amounts, State 
food cost standards, and the percentages that State amounts represent of effective 

monthly maximums on money payments for basic needs are shown in table 4. 

Since the, USDA low-cost food plan is not applicable to Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto 

Rico, and the, Virgin Islands, these jurisdictions are excluded from comparisons 

of State food cost standards with the USDA amounts. To avoid changing geo- 

graphical coverage of data, other comparisons in this section and the final section 
of the report also exclude the outlving jurisdictions. 


? Amounts derived from table 12, Family Economics Review, Institute of Home Economies, Agricultural 
Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, October 1058. 
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Old-age assistance.—For the old-age assistance case, only three States, Arizona, 
Nevada, and Wyoming, included an amount for food equal to or greater than the 
USDA amount. The highest amount, $39, was included in the Arizona standard. 
The lowest amounts reported were $21 for Maryland and Virginia and $22 for 
Indiana and West Virginia. Half the States reported amounts above $28 and 
half reported amounts below that figure. The median amount for food was 
therefore $6 less than the USDA amount. 

For Mississippi the amount included in the cost standards for food alone 
resented 84 percent of the State’s maximum on money payments for basic n J 
For Arizona and Texas the amounts included for food represented 56 ent of 
such maximums. In five other States, Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio, Tennessee, 
and West Virginia, the amounts for food represented 50 to 52 percent of the 
State’s effective maximum on gy nel tees for all basic needs. 

For 17 States the amount for f represented less than 30 percent of the 
amount for total basic needs; for 23 States, from 30 to 39 percent; for 7 States 
from 40 to 49 percent; and for 1 State, about 50 percent. The proportions ranged 
from 24 percent in Washington to 50 percent in Texas. Half the States were above 
and half were below 32 percent. 

Aid to dependent children.—For the aid-to-dependent-children case, only two 
States, Florida and Michigan, included an amount for food equal to or ater 
than the USDA amount. he highest amount, $101, was included in the Florida 
standard. The lowest amounts reported were $60 for Maryland and $65 for 
Oklahoma. Half the States reported amounts above $80 and half reported 
amounts below that level. The median cost standard for food was therefore 
$15.50 below the cost of the USDA low-cost food plan. 

Although the amount included for food in the Alabama standard was only $71, 
that amount was more than twice the State’s effective maximum on money pay- 
ments for all basic needs. For Mississippi the amount included for food repre- 
sented 168 percent of the effective maximum. In four other States, Arkansas, 
Florida, South Carolina, and Texas, the amount for food represented more than 
100 percent of the State’s effective maximum on money payments for all 
basic needs. 

For 7 States the amount for food represented less than 40 percent of the 
amount for total basic needs; for 26 States, 40 to 49 percent; for 12 States, 50 
to 59 percent; and for 3 States, more than 60 percent. The proportions ranged 
from 37 percent in Washington to 62 percent in Arkansas. alf the States were 
above and half were below 45 percent. 


Differences between old-age assistance and aid to ndent children programs as 
measured by comparisons of State food standards and effective maximums on 
money payments for basic needs with USDA low-cost food plan 


Food cost standards.—Food is the only basic item included in State cost stand- 
ards for which a generally accepted national standard of comparison is available. 
That standard is the USDA low-cost food plan. For old-age assistance the 
median amount for State food standards represented 82 percent of the USDA 
low-cost food plan; for aid to dependent children the comparable percent was 84. 
For old-age assistance three States included an amount for food equal to or 
greater than the USDA figure; for aid to dependent children two State amounts 
exceeded the USDA amount. Although comparison with the USDA low-cost 
food plan shows that amounts included for food in State cost standards were 
inadequate under both programs in nearly all States—in some extremely so— 
there yt pete to be no appreciable difference between the two programs in the 
degree of inadequacy of State cost standards for food. 

Effective marimums on money payments for basic needs.—A measure of the rela- 
tive degree of adequacy of effective maximums on money payments for basic 
needs under the old-age assistance and aid to dependent children programs is 
afforded by a comparison of these amounts with the same yardstick used to eval- 
uate State food cost standards, i.e., the USDA low-cost food plan. 

Exclusive of outlying jurisdictions that had maximums on payments, there 
were 35 States with maximums or other limitations on money payments to recip- 
ients of old-age assistance in July 1958. Of these 35 States, only 3, Mississippi 
Tennessee, and West Virginia, had effective maximums that were less than iM 
times the amount needed for food under the USDA low-cost food plan. In 16 
States the effective maximums on money payments were two or more times as 
large as the USDA amount for food. 

he picture for aid to dependent children is in striking contrast to that for 
old-age assistance. Exclusive of the outlying jurisdictions, 32 States had maxi- 
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mums or other limitations on money payments to recipients of aid to dependent 
children in July 1958. In seven States, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, South Carolina, and Texas, the effective maximum for a family of the 
ae size and composition was less than the amount needed for food under the 

SDA low-cost food plan. Alabama’s effective maximum was less than a third 
of the USDA food amount, and for Mississippi this proportion was barely more 
than half. For 14 States the effective maximum ranged between $98 and $118, 
relatively little more than the USDA low-cost food plan amount of $95.50. Only 
three States had effective maximums on oonnsr fngmnenes for basic needs that 
were two or more times as large as the USDA f amount. 

In general it is clear that in States with maximums or other methods evo - 
ment reduction the effective maximums on money payments for basic n of 
recipients are far more inadequate for aid to dependent children than they are 
for old-age assistance. 


4 
; 


, July 1958 


and effective monthly maximum 


tate 


standards for basic needs for man living alone and keeping 
ic needs for such a case having no income other than assistance, by 


Taste 1.—Old-age assistance: Monthly cost 
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All other 


SSSSSSSSSS 

2 


Personal care 


and medicine} Utilities ' 
chest sup- 


Items other than rent 


Monthly amount for basic needs 


Clothing 


Gr 


Food 


Rent! 


Total 


State 


District of Columbia... ._- 
Florida. . 
tts 


Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois. 
Indiana. 
Iowa. 
Kansas... 
Kentucky 


Alabama 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 400. 
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TaBLE 3.—Percentage that State’s mazimum on money payments 
for basic needs is of its cost sta fa for total basic needs for speci, types of 
cases, States with maximums and/or other method of icone payments, July 1958 ! 

ADO— 
(35) 
State State ae, 
(9), and 
(4) 

66.7 22.0 76.5 56.1 

Al 73.2 42.3 97.0 56.7 

California..._.....------- 100.0 100.0 87.8 66.7 

100.0 64.2 64.3 

District of Columbia. - 83.0 83.0 100.0 100.0 

64.4 35.4 45.0 33.0 

100.0 77.8 73.5 54.5 

100.0 83.2 738.0 

93.7 63.9 66.0 66.0 

62.4 70.1 || Virgin Islands 100.0 

71.4 56.4 || Washington. 100.0 100.0 

100.0 100.0 |] West 82.0 77.6 

Mississippi_............-- 40. 2 
1 Entry of type of case means no maximum and/or other method of reducing payments 


dashes for 
the OAA or ADC program, as applicable. 
available on cost standard for total basic needs. 


2 Not computed; data not 
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TasLe 4.—U.S. Department of Agriculture low-cost food plan,' public assistance 
food cost standards, and percentage that food cost standard is of State’s effective 
monthly maximum on money payments for basic needs? for specified types of cases, 


by State, July 1958 


: Percentages food cost stand- 
Public assistance food cost s are of effective 
dards for— monthly = 
money payments for ic 
needs 
State 
ADO— OAA—man ADC— 
mother (35), | living alone | mother (35), 
boy (14), girl | and keeping | boy (14), girl 
(9), and girl house (9), and girl 
(4) 
U.8. Department of Agriculture low-cost food 
Public assistance food standard: 
28. 50 70. 84 47.5 235.0 
ah 45.00 132. 00 50.0 129.4 
39.00 74.00 55.7 55. 2 
28. 50 85. 30 32.0 44.3 
25. 00 84.00 33.3 $4.8 
District of Columbia---.............-.--...-.--- 30. 00 72.00 38.9 49.0 
28. 50 101.00 43.2 129.5 
27.00 88. 50 45.0 87.6 
22. 20 74.10 38.4 67.4 
ame 27. 60 92.70 47.6 84.3 
30. 00 71. 50 4.1 73.0 
29. 00 91. 00 48.3 82.7 
21. 00 60. 00 238.9 44.7 
29. 00 97.00 36. 2 74.6 
26. 80 84. 10 83.8 168, 2 
23. 09 73. 90 38.5 72.2 
26. 35 77.75 37.6 67.6 
36.15 90. 65 51.6 85. 5 
30. 00 91. 00 46.2 91.0 
SSS Sea 30. 00 80. 00 50.0 72.7 
12. 25 40. 95 100.9 179.0 
24. 00 71. 50 41.4 113.5 
25. 00 76. 00 50.0 97.4 
33. 50 88. 00 55.8 114.3 
25. 50 90. 00 33.6 55.2 
28. 00 82. 05 44.4 69.5 
28, 00 79. 30 23.7 37.1 
West V 21, 84 74.90 50. 5 68.1 
34. 00 80. 20 42.5 44.6 
1 Data for A 1958. 


2 Entry of dashes for — type of case means no maximum and/or other method of reducing payments 


under the OAA or ADC program, as applicable. 


3 Not computed. See footnote 11 of table 1. 
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Mr. Carrer. You were talking about old-age assistance. The 
direct relief paid to widows and so on, or aid to dependent children, 
is not included in that figure? 

Mr. Driver. Well, there are several categories of payment there 
for different things, in five or six columns, It varies, depending on 
what they are paying it for. 

Mr. Nix. at is the age of the average World War II veteran? 

Mr. Driver. Sir, I have a chart specifically on that. . 

The CHarnMAN. Any other question on this chart? 

Mr. Driver. This is a chart depicting the veteran population. 
We use these figures in our annual budget presentation to the Appro- 
priations Committee. And it shows that World War II veterans, as 
is no surprise, are in the majority—14,800,000 of them. Korean 
veterans, 4,300,000. 

The CuarrMan. Before you leave that, do you have the number of 
Korean veterans who were also World War II veterans? 

Mr. Driver. Are you talking about in the population, sir? 

The CuarrMan. In your 4,300,000 figure, how many served also in 
World War II? 

Mr. Driver. About 1 million, I believe. We do have that figure, 
and I would see that it is put in there. I am not exactly sure. 

The CHAIRMAN. That will be put in the record. 

Mr. Driver. He says it is 935,000. 

The Cuarrman. Bill, are those shown both places in your total 
veteran population? 

Mr. Driver. No; they are not. 

The CuarrMan. They are not? 

Mr. Driver. No, sir. They are in one or the other. And we have 
also shown, for purposes of appreciating the problem of dealing with 
veterans—and I think this is important—the number of people, wives, 
children, and other close relatives, who either are living with the 
veteran or dependent on him for support. And the totals of wives, 
19 million; children, 24,600,000; and others—parents, and so on, 
11,400,000; for a total of 77,200,000 people who are either veterans or 
dependent on veterans for support. And this is, as I see it, an im- 
portant piece of background in considering the veterans’ program. 

Mr. Grorce. What. percentage of that 77 million do you say are 
on the benefit rolls in one ms 4 or another? 

_ Mr. Driver. There are about, 23 million veterans, and we have 
about a fifth of them that this year we are paying something to. 

The Cuairnman. What about dependents? 

Mr. Driver. The total number of dependents drawing benefits? 
We have 388,000 drawing compensation, and we have 510,000 drawing 
pensions, for all wars. 

The Cuarrman. Are there other questions on this chart? 

Mrs. Rogers. The veterans have a very heavy financial load to 


r. Driver. Yes, ma’am, They are a large segment of the 
population. 

ow I will show you the number of pensioners on the rolls by war. 
We have total pensioners of 1,237,000. Disabilit, nsion, 719,000. 
That is where the veteran is drawing, himself. ere the veteran 
has died and the widow or children are drawing, 386,000. For 
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World War II, the veterans 77,700, the dependents 47,300. For 
Korea 4,900 veterans and 1,600 dependents. 

The Cyarrman. How many are you adding? 

Mr. Driver. We are bringing in new cases—12,000 to 13,000. 

The CuatrMan. How many are going off the rolls? 

Mr. Driver. About 5,000 a month. 

The Cuarrman. So you are adding about 13 and losing about 5? 

Mr. Driver. Actually, the total that comes to us is about 20,000 
a month, Mr. Teague. Many of those are electing to come from the 
compensation rolls. They were on before, and went off for income. 
They are coming back again. So that the total additions to the rolls 
before you begin to net out is about 20,000, and it would net out in 
the ae corammann of 9 or 10—with deaths and every other reason to 
go off. 

The CuHarrman. Any other questions? 

Mr. Randall? 

Mr. Ranpauu. You say electing to come from the compensation 
rolls. Is the point there of greatest net return or something? 

Mr. Driver. Yes. The 10 percent disabled gets $19 a month, sir. 

Mr. Carter. What is the total number of World War veterans esti- 
mated now alive? 

Mr. Driver. About 2,600,000 World War I veterans. 

The Cuarrman. On this 5,000 off per month: Can you differentiate 
as to the reasons they go off? 

Mr. Driver. The 5,000 all go off for death, sir. Some additional 
go off for income. We have a few cases that just renounced their 
pensions. 

Mrs. Rogers. Giving no reason? 

Mr. Driver. Personal preference, Mrs. Rogers. There are not 
very many, but there are some. 

Mrs. Rogers. It is very expensive to operate, is it not? 

Mr. Driver. It is a large program. 

Mrs. Rogsrs. I wish sometimes we could give more to the veterans 
and less to operation. These constant investigations are terribly 
expensive. 

r. Driver. The administrative cost of the program has continu- 
ally gone down. It is about 3 percent now, and until you spoke we 
were feeling very proud of the fact that it had reached this low level, 
ey 8 We think it is relatively low, considering the number of cases 
you have to deal with. 

Mrs. Rocers. In claims, they may f° off the rolls, and personnel 
may go off the rolls for that reason, but the men are losing their 
compensation and their pensions. 

Mr. Driver. This is the only roll in the VA in the benefit field that 
is still increasing monthly. It is going up. 

Mrs. Rocers. There are cases where the claims are being cut? 

Mr. Driver. We have a number of cases where because of improved 
conditions it is possible to go down on compensation. 

Mrs. Rocers. It is not that. It is a review of the cases that they 
have cut—I think very unjustly. 

Mr. Drrver. We would not change them unless they had improved. 
Certainly, that is our goal. 

Mrs. Rocers. That is your goal, but it is not carried out. 
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Mr. Driver. If I could go now to the point you asked about, Mr. 
Nix, this is a chart depicting the age by war of veterans. The World 
War I veteran who is in the population is about 65 today. If he is 
dra ing penser aioe is the solid line—we find him a little over 66. 
The World War II veteran in the population is about 40. If he is 
drawing pension, he is on the average 44. And the Korean veteran, if 
he is in the pipemeeine is about. 28, and if he is drawing pension 
he is at about the same figure. 

The average age of all veterans is just about the av age of the 
World War II veteran, 40. Of course, the average age of veterans on 
the pension rolls is greatly influenced by the fact that 90 percent of 
them are World War I veterans, and therefore that average age is 
well up in the sixties. 

Mr. GeorGs, I would like to ask the difference between the broken 
line and the black line. 

Mr. Driver. The broken line represents the veteran in the ponte 
tion. There are 23 million veterans, average age by war. The solid 
line is just those drawing pensions, sir. And the pensioner is usually 
a little bit older than the population veteran, except for the Korean 
veteran. And of course a number of these would be aid and attendant. 
cases. Their age itself would make it difficult for them to qualify 
without a hundred percent disability. 

I come now to a arrears 4 projection by dollars. The 5-year 
projection from 1959—you will notice the program goes up at a rate 
of about somewhat over $100 million a year. 

The Cuatrman. Bill, how accurate do you consider that to be? 

Mr. Driver. On a short-range projection like this, we would feel 
that it would come very close to being exact. A few percentage points 
off 

The CHamRMan. Any question on this chart? 

Mr. Driver. The 5-year total for this is $6,620 million. The 
5-year total cost. 

Mrs. Rocers. It will take a long time for us to analyze it. 

Mr. Driver. The pension caseload—and this is a long-range fore- 
cast, of course, keyed only to mortality tables which insurance — 
find to be most accurate today—the peak World War I load will come 
in 1970. The peak World War II load will come in 1995,when we will 
have St ee 4% million pensioners on the rolls under present 
law, and the peak Korean load would come at about 2000. 

Mr. Cartzr. Just one question. 

Has there been any study made to analyze any difference, if there 
is any, between the longevity or expected life of veterans as compared 
with the rest of the population? 

Mr. Driver. Yes. There are longevity tables and studies that 
have been made. 

Mr. Carter. I just wondered how they compared. Less? Greater? 
Average? 

Mr. Driver. It is less; slightly less, but less. 

The Cuarrman. It is slightly less? 

Mr. Carter. This is for pensioners? ’ 

_Mr. Driver. Well, they are disabled veterans. For the disabled it 
is slightly less than it is for the nondisabled. 

The Cuarrman. I thought Mr. Carter’s question, though, was as to 
the veteran population as a whole. ; 
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Mr. Driver. For the 23 million? I would think there would be 
almost no difference at all that you could mention. 

Mr. Carrtsr. I just wondered if such a study had ever been 
completed. 

r. Driver. Not that I know of. I would think that the non- 
disabled veteran would just about balance off with the nondisabled 
nonveteran and the disabled veteran with the disabled nonveteran. 

Mr. Carrer. I would assume so. I just wondered whether there 
has been any accurate statement. 

Mr. Driver. The difference between the disabled veteran and the 
nondisabled is so slight I would not think there would be any material 
difference in the total population at all. 

Mr. Mitcue.u. Have you included the effect of social security in 
this chart? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitcue.u. Have you prophesied any increase? 

Mr. Driver. Only that which is called for under the law. 

Mr. Mirenenu. Just under the present law? 

Mr. Driver. Yes. We have not gone beyond the law, sir. 

This isa chart showing the cumulative cost of pensions up through 
today, through June 30, 1959, for all wars prior to World War I. 
And this is the Revolution, the War of 1812, the Indian wars, the 
war with Mexico, and the Civil War. We have spent a total of 
$12,641 million. For World War I, up to today, we have spent 
$6,998 million—almost $7 billion. For World War II, $635 million. 
i for Korea, $18% million. This is the total cost of pensions to 

te. 

Mr. Carrer. Has this been broken down on a per veteran basis, 
so that we can apply it on a unit basis? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. We do have a figure like that on this table. 

As of today—this is for all benefits, this figure—we can give it to 
you for pensions. But as of today, the VA has expended for the World 

ar I veteran through December 31, 1958, on an average, $5,830 per 
veteran. 

The Cuarrman. Bill, that includes everything? 

Mr. Driver. Everything. 

The CuarrMan. It includes hospitalization? 

Mr. Driver. VA expenditures from appropriated funds. For the 
World War II veteran, $3,160 per veteran. 

The Cuairman. Why the difference, Bill? 

Mr. Driver. Well, the length of time, of course, would be the 
biggest factor, and the fact that the program that will be so age 
affected by numbers is the pension program, and the World War I 
man just has not got to the point where he is any major factor. 

The CuarrmMan. Do you have any figures, Bill, on the number of 
World War II veterans who have received no benefits? 

Mr. Driver. Who have received no benefits? : 

The Cuarrman. Yes. Take, for example, your veteran who had 
finished his schooling, was out in the business world, has started his 
family, and came back. Do you have the educational benefits? 

Mr. Driver. We do not have it, sir, 10 million, approximately, 
received the educational benefit, and that leaves onl about 5 million 
to work on. And when you consider all these other benefits, it would 
seem that a goodly number of them have received something. A 
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study conducted between September 16, 1940, and August 31, 1950, 
showed that 21 percent or about 3 million, of the 15,879,000 World 
War II veterans had not at that time received any benefit through 
the Veterans’ Administration. That, of course, would probably have 
substantially changed since 1950. 

The overlapping benefits make it very difficult to sift out and make 
sure you have those who got absolutely nothing. The readjustment 
allowance, you see, would come into that picture, too. 

Mrs. Rogers. I just wanted to ask you if it is not true that the 
World War I men and many other men on the pension rolls now will 
not get so much if they go on under the conditions. If their wives 
have money and so forth, they will not get so much. 

Mr. Driver. Under the law today, Mrs. Rogers, the wife’s money 
is not charged to him. 

Mrs. Rogers. But for the future it will be charged under your bill. 

Mr. Driver. We propose that it be counted, yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Rogers. I cannot see what the wife’s money has to do with 
the man’s. 

Mr. Driver. There are a number of features. We propose he get 
more money because of her. He does have a higher income limitation 
because of her under the law, even today. So she is a factor in our 
evaluation of him as a needy pensioner. 

Mrs. Rogers. But I do not think there should be a penalty. She 
may not give it to him. And after all, he earned it. 

he Cuarrman. Are there any other differences between World 
War I, World War II, and Korea, in benefits? The big thing is the 
difference in widows. 

Mr. Driver. You are talking about pensions now, Mr. Teague? 

The Cuarrman. Any benefit they might receive. 

Mr. Driver. I suppose the biggest difference is in the area of 
rehabilitation. The World War I veteran I should say began the era 
of rehabilitation. The prior war veteran depended pretty much on 
money to tide him over. We did not get into these social changes 
that have taken place starting with World War I. In World War I, 
we had the War Risk Insurance Act, which was a major step forward, 
I think, in a veterans program. We also had, as you all know, the 
adjusted compensation program. 

he CuarrMan. Are there any figures as to the number of World 
War I veterans that received that? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, there are. 

There were 4,121,585 who received the adjusted compensation 
payment, 

The Cuarrman, Do you know the average payment per veteran? 

Mr. Driver. $820, the average payment. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any figures on money that the 
veterans received from the States, World War I and World War II? 
I would expect that many more States paid bonuses in World War II. 

Mr. Driver. That is right. We have made no effort to compile 
that, Mr. Teague, at all. But I think you are absolutely right. 

The CuarrMaNn. I would suspect that more States paid more benefits 
to the World War II group than to the World War I group. 
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WORLD WAR I. WORLD WAR II KOREAN CONFLICT 
Illinois Connecticut Connecticut 
Iowa Delaware - Delaware 
Kansas Illinois Indiana 
Maine Indiana Louisiana 
Massachusetts Iowa Massachusetts 
Michigan Louisiana Michigan 
Minnesota Massachusetts New Hampshire 
Missouri Michigan Alaska 
New Hampshire Minnesota South Dakota 
New Jersey Montana Vermont 
New York New Hampshire Washington 
North Dakota New York 
Ohio North Dakota 
Oregon Ohio 
Pennsylvania Oregon 
Rhode Island Pennsylvania 
South Dakota Rhode Island 
Vermont South Dakota 
Washington Vermont 
West Virginia Washington 
Wisconsin West Virginia 

Alaska 
Hawaii (disabled veterans 
only) 


Mr. Driver. To go to differences within World War II and World 
War I, I mentioned the World War I beginning in rehabilitation, as 
I see it, as distinguished from the earlier wars. Then in World War 
II, we came to the full ut of rehabilitation, as we know it today. 
We did our very best through the readjustment allowance program 
to tide him over-for a period until he could get located in a job or 
in school. We then supplied him schooling benefits. We also made 
it possible for him to become a home owner on fairly happy grounds. 
And in addition to that, we had the rehabilitation program for World 
War II veterans for disability. The World War I program paved 
the way for these, and they came to full fruition under the World 
War II case. 

For this reason, of course, the evaluation of pension as a program 
I think is different for these later wars. You can make a distinct 
difference in the case of a Civil War veteran, for example, where 
there was no rehabilitation program. We also have a difference 
between World War I and earlier wars as to the military service 
being able to give you an accurate picture of what happened to the 
man during his service, so that you could compensate him. From 
World War I to World War II, further improvement was made in that. 

I think that in the Korean case, and between World War II and 
Korea, the question of perfecting records and getting accurate infor- 
mation from battlefields and other remote areas of exactly what was 
done to that man during service reached its peak, and we do have a 
very good picture. So that we can award him compensation, I 
think, pretty certainly, if he got a disability in service. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions along that line? 

We are going to go from this to the proposal sent out by the admin- 
istration. And so if there are any other questions on the present 
program, let us ask those, before we go into the next phase. And 
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I would like to say to the members of the committee that Mr. Driver 
explain it. if you disagree with the policy, do not di wi 
Bill, because he was not the one that did ig . 

Mrs. Rocers. Mr. Driver, is it not true that a good deal of the 
money that has been spent on the GI’s in their training, education, 
and otherwise, comes back to the Federal Government in taxes? 

q Mr. Driver. I do not think there is any doubt about that, Mrs. 
ogers. 

Mrs. Rocers. I think we should consider that in considering the 
so-called cost to the taxpayer of what they contributed, in the so-called 
benefits they have received. 

Mr. Drivur. We find the veteran is better compensated than the 
nonveteran today. He receives more money for his labors than the 
nonveteran today. 

Mrs. Rogers. He pays more back? 

Mr. Driver. He will inevitably pay a higher tax rate, yes, ma’am. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know of a study being made by a certain 
organization for the Government as to the benefits our country re- 
ceived from the GI bill? 

Mr. Driver. I know of none, sir, except one that has been d2veloped 
in the form of a fssace by the Advisory Committee on Vo:ational 
Rehabilitation and Education to the Administrator. They ha ‘e been 
looking, though—from my last knowledge, unsuccessfully so f r—for 
someone to finance the study. They did not feel it shouk bed ne by 
the Government. And they are trying to get money fron. som ° sep- 
arate fund to do it. This was to evaluate the effects of edu atio and 
rehabilitation on the country and the veteran. But that is the only 
one I am aware of, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I heard of some committee headed by Dr. Stewart 
out at Purdue that was making a study. 

Any other question on the present program? 

Mr. Nix? 

Mr. Nrx. I am thinking about a veteran who qualifies, but while 
home on leave he engaged in a card game. The transcript of the 
testimony indicates that he was using marked cards. He was shot 
and paralyzed. I am wondering about this “not incurred as a result 
of his willful misconduct or vicious habits.”’ 

Mr. Driver. I guess you have to decide whether marking cards 
is a vicious habit. My own inclination there would be to say that he 
incurred the disabilit~ in line of duty, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Nix, may I give you another example: A 
young veteran who flew fighter planes in Korea came home, and it 
preyed on his mind that he had been ordered to strafe these old huts 
over in Korea, and he saw women and children run from them. He 
came home and told his wife he would be punished. Not long after 
that his little girl died and he went home from the hospital and com- 
mitted suicide. Was that due to his own misconduct? The VA 
ruled it was not. His widow and children got a pension. That is 
another example I know of, that happened. 

Mrs. Rogers. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, in just what areas study 
has been directed to this bill. 

The CuarrMan. The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the White 
House, the Bureau of the Budget, the General Accounting Office, 
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myself, and some members of the staff of this committee. It was 
proposed as something for veteran groups to work from. They were 
told it is not a final bill, and it is not expected that it will be a final 
bill, but it is an approach to veteran pensions. It was something 
turned over to veteran groups, asking: ‘‘Will you study this and come 
in and tell us what you support and what you oppose?” That is the 
history of this thing and the way it was worked up. 

Mrs. Rogers. I think it is nice to have the veterans over the 
country know that. 

The Cuarrman. I think, Mrs. Rogers, they do know it. You have 
had very little from such organizations as the American Legion, Vet- 
erans of Vortien Wars, DAV, and AMVETS, because they do know 
what has happened. 

Mrs. Rogers. I still think the public does not realize it well enough. 

The Cuarrman. I will say, Mrs. Rogers, that this is an attempt to 
do something in the pension field instead of doing nothing. It seems 
to me it is much better to attempt to help some veterans, those who 
need help the most, than not to help any. 

Mrs. Rocsrs. To work something out. 

The Cuarrman. That is exactly right. And I have said—and 
most members of the committee know it, as I have talked to them— 
that if we could come to anything where we thought there was a bill 
that would be passed, I would be for it—if we can get the veterans’ 

oups to come to any point where it is indicated that the bill can 
fattens law, and we are close to that point. I have no intention of 
going through what we have gone through in the past. It is hypo- 
critical to pass a bill out of this committee knowing it is not going to 
become law, and permitting veterans to think they will get something 
on their pension program. 

I will say also very frankly to the committee that Mr. Driver was 
told to come up here and present the bill as it came up from the 
administration. And that is what he is doing here today. 

Mr. Tracue of California. Before he does that, I would like to com- 
mend Mr. Driver and the members of his staff for the detailed amount 
of information they obviously have made available to us in discussing 
the present program. I have listened to lots of witnesses before lots 
of committees, but I have never seen a witness better prepared than 
Mr. Driver. 

The Cuarrman. I want to concur with that, and I am sure the 
members of the committee do. 

Mrs. Rocers. He is certainly very direct. 

Mr. Driver. Thank you. 

I will pass to this other booklet. 

(The booklet referred to is as follows:) 
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President Eisenhower 
in his Message to Congress S 
January 19, 1959 said... + 


pe 

his nation has always shown deep gratitude and pro- fr 

vided special benefits and privileges for its war veterans Di 

and their dependents, particularly for those veterans tl 

killed or disabled as a result of their service and for their D 

widows and children, I am convinced that we will always . 

continue compensation programs which reflect this l 

policy, However, I believe that certain of our national 

policies and legislation governing other veterans’ pro- ' 
F grams should be modified. This is particularly true of the 
. benefits provided to veterans and their families for dis- 
: ability or deaths not resulting from or related to military 

service ..... 
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PENSIONS We must continue veterans’ pensions 
and increase pension rates for those who are without other 
resources, particularly if they have families, However, eli- 
gibility should be determined according to effective tests 
of need, both as to income and as to net worth, so that 

payments will no longer be made where the veteran or 
his family has adequate resources for basic necessities 
from other sources. Properly applied, I believe this ap- 
proach can better serve those who are now in need and 
the same time minimize the burden placed on the tax- 
payers by present law. I have, accordingly, asked the Ad- 
ministrator of Veterans Affairs to present to the Congress 
legislation to both provide more equitable treatment of 
needy veterans and to modernize the veterans’ pension 
program in the light of social developments and changes. 
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VA pays 2 major cash benefits to 
veterans who served during war and 


now nave DISABILITY 


SERVICE CONNECTED 


.. if the disability was 
incurred or aggravated 
during service 


PENSION... 
CONNECTED 


.if the disability 
after the 


veteran's discharge 
from service 
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THIS BOOKLET 
WILL DISCUSS 


PENSIONS 


ONLY... 
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Any program dealing with non service 
connected pensions should be based 


PRINCIPLES 


NEED 


2. DISABILITY 


Present law reads “totally 
and permanently disabled” 


BALANCE 


Non service connected 
pensions should not be so 


endanger compensation 
for the service connected 
disabled 


4. SOUND AND FAIR 


Loopholes in law should be 
corrected | 
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But if | 
non service connected pension 


is based on NEFD 


_.. Should receive the 


AID 
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ELIGIBLE ror 


NON SERVICE CONNECTED 


3 THINGS ARE NEEDED. 


1. At least 90 DAYS of service .. . part of 
which must be wartime 


2. Annual income not exceeding 
$1400. if single 
$2700. with one or more dependents 


3. Percentage of disability . . . related 
to age as shown on following scale: — 


DISABILITY 
AGE RATING 


any ACE! 100%. 


60% ONE DISABILITY 


UNDER 55) 709 coms. DISABILITY Must be UNEMPLOYABLE 
os a 60% because of disability ... 
This means not working | 
COMBINED DISABILITY 
or unable to work more” 
60-64 50% than % the usual hours 


COMBINED DISABILITY 


at 4% the usual pay. 


‘ 
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The annual RA 


of non service connected 
pension under present law 


$794. IS THE BASIC RATE 


$ IS THE RATE IF OVER 65 
» OR ON ROLLS 10 YEARS 


e Every pensioner receives the 
same FLAT RATE regardless of 
how much income he has from 
outside sources, or whether he 
is married, and regardless of the 
number of his children. 
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ELIGIBLE ror 


NON SERVICE CONNECTED PENSION 


3 THINGS ARE NEEDED... 


1. At least 90 DAYS of service .. . part of 
which must be wartime 


2. Annual income not exceeding 
$1400. if single 
$2700. with one or more dependents 


3. Percentage of disability . . . related 
to age as shown on following scale: — 


DISABILITY 
AGE RATING 


60% ONE DISABILITY 


UNDER 95) 709; COMB. DISABILITY Must be UNEMPLOYABLE 

60% because of disability ... 

55-59 | COMBINED DISABILITY This means not working 

or unable to work more 

50.64 50% — than % the usual hours 
COMBINED DISABILITY at % the usual Pay. 


65 & OVER 10% 
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the 


of non service connected 
pension under present law 


$794. IS THE BASIC RATE 


$ IS THE RATE IF OVER 65 
= OR ON ROLLS 10 YEARS 


e Every pensioner receives the 
same FLAT RATE regardless of 
how much income he has from 
outside sources, or whether he 
is married, and regardless of the 
number of his children. 
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UNDER THE PRESENT LAW 


A single veteran is eligible for a pension if his 
income from all other sources does not exceed 


$1400 per year.. 


For example : 


HERE ARE 5 SINGLE VETERANS WHO 
HAVE ANNUAL OUTSIDE INCOMES OF: 


0 $400 $600 $900 


$1400 
INCOME LIMIT 
FOR PENSION 
ELIGIBILITY 


Note how much more 
annual income from 


all outside sources 


this man has 


$1500 


=| $1000 


ADD *945 
PENSION ON 


TOP OF THE 
OUTSIDE INCOME 


outside income 
of $1400. 


The pension is 
the same for 
the veteran with 


. . . aS for the 


veteran with NO 
outside income 


But isn't this” man’s need GREATEST? 


: ... than this man =. > = $500 
$1000 
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WOULDN'T IT BE MORE EQUITABLE TO 
ESTABLISH A LEVEL OF NEED FOR ALL 


AND PAY PENSION ON A GRADUATED 
SCALE INCREASING PENSION AS 
OUTSIDE INCOME DECLINES... 


...S0 THAT PENSION WILL BE HIGHER 
WHERE NEED 1S GREATER? 


=| 
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A FURTHER PROBLEM WITH THE 
PRESENT FLAT RATE PENSION 
FOR SINGLE VETERANS .. . 


Under the present law a single veteran receives the full pension 
if his income from outside sources does not exceed $1400... but 
if he has only one cent over the income limit ($1400.01) he re- 


ceives no pension. A veteran now gets . . ‘All OR NOTHING! 


FOR EXAMPLE... 
THIS VETERAN GETS ... BUT THIS VETERAN HAS 
$1400 | Pius $945. 
| Ic MORE WHOLE PENSION* 


$1500 


$1000 


OUTSIDE INCOME 0 $400 $600 $900 $1400 $1400.01 


*A few can waive just enough outside income to retain 
their full pension. 


= 
== PENSION = = 
= — = 
== 
$500 = == OUTSIDE 
= = INCOME 
= 
«sg = 
ol 
* 
1 
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MARRIED VETERANS, 


...are subject to the All or Nothing 
fallacy ...Rate of pension is the same 
for all regardless of outside income 
or number of dependents 


THERE IS NO INCREASE 
FOR CHILDREN . .. AND 
PENSION IS THE SAME 


HERE AND HERE 


HIS WHOLE PENSION 
1S WIPED OUT BY . 


1* MORE HERE 


$4000 
$3000 
$2000 = 
= = 
PENS} = 
= = 
$1000 — = 
OUTSIDE INCOME 0 $900 $1300 $1800 $2400 $2700 $2700.01 


Isn't this man’s need greater than this man’s ? 
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HOW MANY SINGLE VETERANS 


... are there in need who have little 
or no income from outside sources — 


254,000 
HAVE ANNUAL 
INCOME OF : 
LESS THAN 
$400. OUTSIDE 
INCOME 
9% 
ONLY 34,000 
= 2 = 7 HAVE ANNUAL 
= \ INCOME OVER 
= WH 
0 $400 $600 $900 
AREN'T THESE THE VETERANS MOST IN NEED? - our: 


71G of all single veterans and 39% of all married 
veterans on the rolls have annual incomes of less 
than $400. These are the veterans whose need is 
greatest. The new proposal would increase their 
pensions. 
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HOW MANY PENSIONERS, SINGLE, 
MARRIED, WIDOWS, AND CHILDREN 
ARE IN NEED... 


and have little or no outside income? 


ee PENSIONERS BY OUTSIDE INCOME CATEGORIES 


= TOTAL PENSIONERS 1,223,000 

i, 


OUTSIDE INCOME $400 $900 $1300 $1800 $2400 $2700 


55%. .. Of all pensioners would get 
more under a graduated scale. 


427 
TABLE: SHOWS THE PERCENTAGE OF 
| 
6109 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


Under the present flat rate scale 
a veteran with dependents gets r 
no more pension than a single veteran 


F 1. SINGLE "VETERAN 2. MARRIED VETERAN 
No 
PENSION 
INCREASE 


Y 3. MARRIED WITH CHILDREN RECOMMEND 
eee 
NO 


1 Greater help for veteran 
with the greatest need. 


2 For veterans with 
dependents... 


e Increase pension as 
number of dependents 
increases 


e Increase income limits 


428 
\ RISES TO 
INCOME $2700 
LIMIT 
$1400 
PENSION 
sand 
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SHOULDN'T THERE BE A GRADUATED 
SCALE FOR MARRIED VETERANS, TOO... 


WHICH PAYS MORE PENSION AS... 


OUTSIDE INCOME AND MORE FOR 
DECLINES CHILDREN, TOO 


... SO THAT ALL ARE APPROACHING A MORE 
EQUITABLE LEVEL OF NEED? 


ae 
= = INCOME 
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AN OPTION 


...would be given 
to everyone now 
on the rolls to 
elect the old or 
new scale. 


A SAVINGS PROVISION (ans 
WOULD INSURE THAT... 

@ No one now on the rolls would go off 

® They could choose old or new scale 
whichever is higher 


© Only those applying in future must 
come under new scale 


* 
430 
4 
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AN EQUITABLE TEST OF NEED... 


Should consider all monies available to 
provide basic necessities of daily living 


SHOULD BE COUNTED 


e All outside income except « Full pension should not be 


donations from public and 
private relief and welfare 


Public and private retire- 
ment funds are now count- 
ed with few exceptions. 
These exceptions should 
be eliminated, and no waiv- 


ers or recoupment of con- 


paid where veteran is main- 
tained at government ex- 
pense in a hospital, but if 
he has dependents part of 
his pension should be ap- 
portioned for them. 


Non-income producing as- 
sets if so large some part 
should be consumed for 
maintenance. 


tributions permitted. e Income of wife. 


NO ONE SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO CREATE HIS OWN NEED BY 
WAIVER, ASSIGNMENT OR CONVERSION OF INCOME PROPERTY 
TO NON-INCOME PRODUCING ASSETS. 
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Under the new proposal: 


ALL INCOME LIMITS WILL BE RAISED 


0 $1400 $1500 


0 $1400 $1500 


WIDOWS WITH 
CHILDREN 


0 $2700 $3000 


The new proposal will bring onto the rolis additional 
pensioners now barred by lower income limits. 


4 
Present 
i SINGLE law 
$1400 
VETERANS 
4 
4 ’ 0 $2700 $3000 
Law 
a 
Present 
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UNDER NEW PROPOSAL 


99% OF ALL PENSIONERS WILL GET 
AN INCREASE IN RATES. 


Instead of present flat rates $66.15 or 
$78.75 no matter how many dependents... 


NEW GRADUATED SCALE 


WILL HAVE 5 PAY INTERVALS GIVING 


More where need is . 

greatest 

Less where need is } 

least 
and 


Some pension will be 
paid to those now. 
barred because income 


exceeds $1400 or . / 
$2700. 


41474 O—-59——-10 


Ne SE FROM LIMITS 
$85.00 | single. | Upto 
Up to 
$10.00 
$95.00 vet.&2 | Upto 
10.00 |Bependents | $2800 
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UNDER THE PRESENT LAW: 


WIDOWS AND CHILDREN: 
are also ELIGIBLE FOR PENSION 


For Widows and Children of WW I, 
WW Il, and Korean..Veterans...... 


1. THE WIDOW’S OR CHILD’S ANNUAL INCOME CANNOT EXCEED: 
¢ $1400 if alone 
¢ $2700 if the widow has one 
or more dependents. 


2. THE DECEASED VETERAN MUST HAVE HAD AT LEAST 
| " 90 DAYS SERVICE, PART OF IT WARTIME. 


BUT IN ADDITION... 


For widows and children of WWII and Korean veterans... 
the veteran at time of death must have had some % of 
service-connected disability. . . 


od 
In 
4 
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HOW MANY WIDOWS AND ORPHANS 


.. Of deceased veterans are in need... 
and have little or no income. 


AREN'T THESE 
MOST IN NEED? 


$1300. $1800. $2400. $2700, ¥ 


53%, OF ALL WIDOWS AND ORPHANS 


WOULD GET MORE UNDER GRADUATED SCALE! 


NEW GRADUATED SCALE 


PRESENT LAW PAYS THE e WOULD HAVE 5 PAY IN- 
FOLLOWING FLAT RATES TERVALS GIVING MORE 
TO ALL WIDOWS WHERE NEED !S GREAT- 
esr RANGING FROM 
$50.40 Widow—No child $ 55.00 to $10.00 
$63.00 _ Widow—1 child $ 75.00 to $10.00 
$70.56 Widow~2 children | $ 90.00 to $10.00 
$78.12 Widow—3 children $105.00 to $10.00 


— 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


Of all veteran pensioners 
who are helpless and require 
AID AND ATTENDANCE 
for nonservice connected 
disability... 


1% WILL GET MORE 
© UNDER GRADUATED SCALE! 
To be eligible under the present law 
the veteran must also meet the 90 day 
service requirement and income limit- 


ation. The current flat rate of Pension 
is $1625. per year 


Graduated Scale will pay more where 


need is greatest and more as number of 
dependents increases..:5 pay intervals 
will provide pensions ranging from 
$2040. to $480. per year 


4 
436 
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WHAT WILL THE NEW 

GRADUATED SCALE 
e Give greatest aid siitien in greatest need 
e Continue disability basis for pension 


¢ Maintain balance between nonservice con- 
nected pension and service connected com- 


~ Correct loopholes in law and provide fairer 
test of need | 


e Pay more pension for more dependents 
~e Eliminate all-or-nothing flat rate scale 


e Higher income limits will permit payment of 
some pension to those not now eligible - 


e Savings provision will gms everyone now 


on rolls 

e 55% of all pensioners get more . . . no one 
e Pay less to those with higher income and 

lesser need who apply in future 


GRADUATED SCALE IS MORE 
EQUITABLE FOR ALL! 
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sions and increase pension rates for those ae are with- 
out other resources, particularly if they have families. How- 
ever, eligibility should be determined according to effective 
tests of need, both as to incomevand as to net worth...” 

These are the words of the President of the United States. 
They were part of his budget message to the Congress. 

In the same message he announced that he had asked the 
Administrator of Veterans Affairs ‘‘topresent to the Congress 
legislation both to provide more equitable treatment of needy 
veterans and to modernize the veterans’ pension program in 
the light of social developments and changes,” 

What happens to pensions in the future will depend a great 
deal on the legislation that is proposed. 

- What is the situation at present? 

_ To get a pension now, a veteran must have served at least 
90 days, received a discharge other than dishonorable, and 
have a certain disability rating from VA. 

Now, a man without dependents cannot draw a pension if 
he is making over $1,400 a.year from all other sources. A 
man’s ceilinig With dependents is $2,700. 

But the pension is the same for all veterans at either end 


gag 
of 
yea 
yea 
| the 
pe 
th 
$ 
of 
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of the income scale. The pension is a FLAT pension—$794 a | 


year if the veteran is under 65 or on the rolls less than 10 
years; or $945 a year if he is over 65 or has been on the rolls 
10 years. 

It is a FLAT pension. Exactly the same amount is paid to 


the veteran at the lowest end of the income scale, without one — 


penny of outside income, as is paid the veteran at the top of 
the income scale. 

Whatever his outside income — nothing, $500 a year, 
$1,000, $1,200—so long as he remains inside the top limits 
of $1,400 for single veterans and $2,700 for married ones, 
he gets the same rate of pension, |. 

Applying the principle of need, which the President called 
for, it becomes evident that the man with the greatest need 
should receive the greatest help. 

The present pension system does not do that at all. 

How, then, do you arrive at a system which will give more 
to the man in greatest need—the man with little or no income 
from any other source?,_. 

You set differing rates—higher for the man with a low out- 
side income; tapering off on a graduated scale so they be- 
come lower for the man with a high outside income. The 


- 
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less a man receives from outside’sources, the higher his pen- 
sion. 

How great is the need, as of today? 

Seventy-one percent of the single veterans on the rolls 
today, or 254,000, have incomes of less than $400 a year. 
Thirty-nine percent ofveterans with dependents, or 170,000, 
are trying to maintain families on less than $400 a year. 

To put it another way, more than half of the veterans on 
the rolls today—the married ones and the single ones — are 
trying to get along on their pensions plus no more than $400 
a year from other sources. 

There is yet another element of need which the present 
pension system does not take into account. A single veteran 
receives either $794 or $945 a year, depending on his age 
and how long he has been on the rolls. A married veteran, a 
veteran with children, receives exactly the same amount; not 
one penny more. 

The only recognition of the added financial responsibili- 
ties of family men is the fact that a married veteran may 
make up to $2,700 a year from other sources, while a single 
man may get only $1,400. 

~ The proposed legislation not only would increase the pen- 
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sion rates for the majority of veterans in the lower income 
range; it also would give higher rates—and higher income 
limitations, too—to those with dependents. 

The principle of greater need for those with dependents 
is recognized im the compensation program. It is recognized 
in the income tax laws. It should be recognized in pensions. 

The proposed legislation would correct other inequities in 
the present program. 

Under. the present law, some income a pensioner might re- 
ceive is not counted, even though the money is on hand to 
provide the necessities of daily living. For example, certain 
retired Federal employees may waive enough of their retire- 
ment pay to pull them within the income limitations, so that 
they qualify for full pension benefits. 

But what about the pensioner who receives no such retire- 


ment pay? Or one who gets another type of public or private 
retirement pay? He may not do this. Should his retirement 
pay go up a single dollar to $1,401 a year—say he received a 
dollar increase in retirement pay—he is cut off the rolls. He 
does not have the waiver rights of retired Federal employees 
and loses his total pension. . 

Other laws exclude certain payments, such as Govern- 


442 
ment life insurance proceeds, as income for pension pur- 
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poses. Although, in the main, the money a person receives 
under public and private retirement plans is counted as in- 
come, there is one small exception in that these funds are 
not charged as income until the cost of the retirement bene- 
fit to him has been recovered. This money is however avail- 
able for maintenance and should also be counted as income. 

Under the graduated scale plan, all would be treated 
equally. The total income received (except for welfare dona- 
tions) would be counted in determining the rate payabie ac- 
cording to the need of the individual. 

Today, pensions are being paid in some cases where part 
of a sizeable estate could be used for maintenance purposes. 
Today, too, the same pension rate is paid to a veteran whose 
wife happens to have a substantial income, as to a veteran 
whose wife has no income. é | 

The proposed pension law would correct these inequities 
by considering the spouse’s income as well as the size of the 
veteran's estate. . - 


Today, some veterans are entitled to their full pension 
while being maintained.in a VA hospital. lf aman has no-de- 
pendents, his pension is reduced by. one-half after six 


fi 
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months, but the balance is given to him upon discharge 
from the hospital. | 

Obviously, the financial needs of a veteran are less when 
hospitalized by the VA, or when in a home partly supported 
by the VA. 

The proposed pension law would apportion his pension 
for the benefit of his dependents and would reduce payments 
to the veteran after the second full month of care. 

Finally, what about those now drawing pensions? What if 
the new graduated pension scale were to result in their re- 
ceiving less than the present amount of pension? 

Under the proposed legislation, this could not and would 
not happen. The legislation would include a “savings provi- 
sion” providing that any man now on the present rolls re- 
main there; that he continue to draw his present rate of 
pension. 

But what if the new graduated scale were to result in his 
drawing more than at present? . 

lf that were the case, the man would have the option to 
switch from the present pension system to the new graduated 
pension system. 

Under the “‘savings provision’’ the choice is his. He may 


take whatever action is to his greater benefit: remain under 


the old system; move to the new system. 


- 
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Mr. Driver. You have seen this booklet before. The introduction 
is from the President’s budget message with which you are all familiar. 

Mr. Teague, I think you put this in perspective as to why the bill 
came up and how it got here. 

The Cuarrman. Bill, may.1 say something else before we go on? 
There was an editorial in the Washington Post a few days ago which 
said certain things that 1 did not particularly appreciate. And I 
want to commend the American os the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
the AMVETS, on the cooperation that this committee and I, as well as 
the Veterans’ Administration and everybody concerned, have.received 
on this bill. And each side on this thing has given and taken a whole 
lot. It has been a case of a group of people trying to work out some- 
thing that is the best for this country and best for the veterans of this 
country. The editorial speaks of ‘‘Professional veterans groups.” I 
personally do not know what they mean. But I personally know what 
the American Legion and the VF W and the AMVETS and others have 
done. And everyone should know the amount of cooperation, the 
amount of give and take, that has gone into trying to work up some- 
thing. 

As I said to begin with, this was not a final bill, a final word by the 
administration, and the veteran groups know that. 

Mrs. Rogers. It was a complicated thing, anyhow, because our 
legislation has been a hodgepodge. 

he CuarrMANn. Mrs. Rogers, for the last 2 or 3 years we have tried 
to change it from being a hodgepodge, and we have taken each law 
and gone through it. And a long study has gone into this. The 
General Accounting Office made a very careful study, with the help of 
the. Veterans’ Administration. And there is a document available to 
anybody that wants it, telling of the results of that study. And this 
is a case of trying to keep it from being a hodgepodge. 

Mr. Driver? 

Mr. Driver. I think one of the difficulties in this whole area is 
the tendency to look backward instead of forward. If we had no 
pension precedent behind us we could probably all sit down here 
today and write a pension bill without too much difficulty. But it 
is the looking back and making comparisons that does make it diffi- 
cult to make progress here. 

Mrs. Rocers. You do not want to take anything away from the 
men. 

Mr. Driver. It is difficult to compare one war with the other, I 
think, today. 

We did Haw: I think, the distinction between compensation and 
pensions. I will not belabor this point. Pension is the subject I am 
going to discuss, and specifically the proposal which the adminis- 
tration sent forward for a change in the law. 

I will deal only with pensions. 

We looked at the program and decided that based on principles we 
had these things to keep in mind: This:is a need program. It is to 
keep the veteran who served his country in time of war from being in 
need, economic distress. We feel that his need stems from disability. 
And as I also pointed out, we recognize that the disability will vary 
in severity depending on advancing age, so that when you et it at 
an advancing age a slighter amount of disability would qualify you 
as a needy person. 
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We think that on balance we should keep an eye steady on the 
compensation program. The service-connected certainly must, on 
balance, be recognized as the priority program over pensions. 

We also feel that there are some loopholes in the law, some of which 
we mentioned this morning. The question of waiving moneys from 
other retirement funds in some few selected cases and not being able 
to do so in others, we think, constitutes a loophole which should be 
corrected». Those very briefly sketch out the main points that we 
would like to hit at, and the points that we thought the bill brought 
attention to, whether or not you would agree with the specific solution. 

We think, also, that if need is the specific, if need is the basis, then 
there is the further principle that the greatest need should get the 
greatest aid. We think that that is sound, that that should be.the 
program. And the man with no dollars from any other source due 
to circumstances beyond his control is in more need than,the man at 
the os the income limitations, in our judgment. 

I not belabor the requirements again—the 90-day service, the 
$1,400 and the $2,700 income limitation, and the percentage of dis- 
ability, varying with age to 65, when 10 percent will qualify. The 
flat rate again—$794 below 65, or less than 10 years on the rolls; 
$945 at 65, or above, or 10 years on the rolls, . And then the $1,625 to 
those who require the attendance. 

Under the pmenens law, consider five veterans by different income 
categories. This man has no other income than his pension. i 
man has less than $400. This man has $600. This man has $900. 
And_this man is at. the maximum, $1,400. We give him a pension 
today, and in the usual case we give him the $945, because these are 
mostly World War I veterans, and they are mostly all 65. They are 
at the top rate. 

We pile the pension directly on top of the outside income, and we 
get this picture. The man at the bottom has available to live on $945. 

he man at the top has nearly $2,500—adding the $1,400 and the $945. 
_ There is no distinction in the amounts paid based on his other 
income. 

The CaatrmMan. Any question on this chart? 

Bill, how would you answer the statement that this is a bill that 
just helps a group of people who have never tried to get along and you 
penalize those who have worked and have a little income? 

Mr. Driver. I think you have to start. with the premise that the 
veteran is an average person in the community. The veteran is 
just as average as youcan get. And if the no- are the ones down 
at the bottom, that puts most of us in that category, because as you 
saw earlier on the question of income distribution, 71 percent of o 
veterans without dependents are in this category. And if they are 
no good, I guess the whole country is labeled as no good. 

e CHAIRMAN. Have you people, Bill, made any study as to these 
people who are the bottom? 

r. Driver. No,sir. You mean the characteristics of the veteran? 
Except.for income and disability, we have not, sir. We do not know 
for example, and have made no effort to distribute them between rural 
and urban areas, large cities, small cities. _We know they are scattered 
all over the country in large numbers. That is all. In every State, 
in every city, and in every community there are some of these people. 
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But I do not know whether you would have a majority in rural versus 
urban areas. 

_ Mrs. Roesrrs. Mr. Driver; do you not feel it is very difficult for a 
great many of the veterans to readjust after a war?) They have lost 
their jobs. I think there is a very hard readjustment to be made. 

Mr. Driver. Of course, we are talking in the pension areas, Mrs. 
Rogers, I am sure you realize, at a point in time about 40 years after 
the war. When the man becomes a pensioner, he has been away from 
the war service a good many years. And as I pointed out earlier, the 
rehabilitation and readjustment programs that we have going now 
have done a great deal to get the man adjusted quickly. And as you 
pointed out yourself, he is drawing more money than the average 
citizen, for example. 

Mrs. Rocsrs. Yes. 

Mr. Driver. He is doing pretty well. 

Mrs. Rocers. I mean the others. I think a great many of them 
had difficulties over the years. ' 

Mr. Drrver, I think it is an adjustment problem. But insofar 
as that influencing for example the pension program, just the simple 
passage of 30 or 40 years would do a great deal to have him assimilated 
back mto society just as far as he ever could be. 

This is for the single veteran, the $1,400 piled on top of other income. 
What would we do about it? We think the answer is to establish a 
level of need geared to the other income the veteran has. We would 
give him more pension with less outside income. We would give him 
ess pension with more outside income. This gets to the principle: 
The greatest need gets the greatest aid; instead of just: putting a flat 
amount on top of other income. This seems reasonable to us. 

The CuarrmMan, Any question on this chart? 

Mr: Driver. This is just a question of principle here. 

We also feel that under the present law, the arrangement whereby 
if a man gets 1 cent more than $1,400, he sacrifices the entire $945, is 
a little unrealistic. He either has $1,400 and $945, or he has $1,400.01 
and not a penny of pension. And it just seems to us that the idea of 
having the entire amount of pension risked on the receipt of an 
additional dollar or fraction thereof is not realistic and fair. 

Certainly we could do something to improve this situation. That is, 
we refer to this familiarly as the “all or nothing” principle that oper- 
ates in the present pension program. And as you may have heard 
from constituents, all of you—I know we have heard from pensioners— 
the rate increase from social security was a blessing for the country, 
but for the fellow getting a pension who was up at the top, it is a curse, 
ad no mistake about it. He cannot waive it. He cannot get away 

m it. 

Mr. Nix. Has there been any study on possible scales? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir; I will come to that in a few minutes. 

The married veteran is also subject to the same hazard, except that 
his does not, occur until he hits'$2,700. Then any fraction of a dollar 
beyond that point, and his $945 pension also goes out the window, 
just exactly the same as the single veteran. ' 
’ The Cuatrman. And the same with regard to the ‘number of 
children? 

“Mr. Driver. That is right, sir. He loses it all, or he gets it all. 
The number of dependents does not influence it. 
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I referred to these, charts earlier. I think I could go through them 
rather guickyy, Here we have most of the single veterans. They are 
down at the bottom. The point you made, Mr. Teague, about these 
being no-good people, if you will—it just does not seem that that 
could be possible in view of the large numbers. Putting all of them 
together, married, single, widows, children, we find 54 percent of them 
with $400 or less. 

Mr. Gores. That-was not. the chairman’s remark. He asked, 
what about the people who say that. 

The CHAIRMAN. vapuld say, Bill, that we have gotten many letters 
like that. .We have also gotten many letters which say that there are 
those who have and those who have not, and those who have not, are 
very much interested in doing something like this, and those who have, 
do not want it, because it does not give them something additional. 

Mr. Driver. The ones down there would certainly hke something 
done for them. 

This chart is designed to emphasize the fact that the only change, 
as you pick additional dependents, as you go from a veteran alone 
status or a veteran with a spouse or a veteran with a spouse and 
children or a veteran with multiple children, the only change that 
occurs in helping him is that we increase the permissible outside income 
limitation at the sign of the first dependent from $1,400 to $2,700. 
From that point on, neither the pension nor the income limitation 
varies a bit. He receives exactly the same. 

It was our suggestion that we recognize this situation, and that we 
pay the veteran more pension as his dependents increase, and that we 
also, increase the income limits, depending on the number of de- 
pendents. | This is a principle. 

Mrs. Rogers. What would you do in the case of the veteran that 
gets 1 cent more than the $2,700? 

Mr. Driver. We would have several intervals. The only way 
that you could have a completely satisfactory solution to'this would be 
to have a dollar-for-dollar offset, and then when you talk about admin- 
istrative costs, I am sure you appreciate that it would be severely 
difficult to administer such a law. So we have broken it down into 
smaller pension categories, so that the risk of loss, as you approach a 
limit, is far less than it is now. | 

And this solution for the veteran with dependents: We would 
increase the rate as the number of’ dependents went up. The rate 
would go up. And we would also increase the upper income limits 
at the point where he would receive the minimum amount of pension. 
We would vary the amount of pension as his income goes up, and we 
would vary the point to which it'could go with the number of de- 
pendents, So at the bottom, more; at the top, a higher limit; recog- 
nizing multiple dependents. 

We realize that the question of looking back again is important. 
And for those who have been drawing pensions for a number of 
years, we realize the adjustment problem would be most difficult, 
and therefore we would give a veteran who is on the rolls at some 
specified date after enactment of any such proposal the option of 
keeping what he has or taking the new law. If he, for example, is in 
the upper income limits, and our rate proposals would give him a 
lesser amount of pension, he could stay under the present law. If he 
elected to come under the new law, the election would be final. If 
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he could get more under our proposal, then, of course, he would elect 
the new law. 

We come now to some of the other features of the bill. I have been 
talking about income limitations. But here are some other features 
we think should be adjusted. 

At the present time there are a number of items of income excluded. 
We do not count all of his income in determining whether he has 
$1,400 or $2,700. We think we should stop this; that we should 
count all of his income; because, we say, this is a needs program, we 
feel that any money which is available for his support should be 
charged to the income limit; that we are reall ree our head in 
the sand and not sticking to principle of ened? if we permit him to 
create his own need, or help create it for him, really, by providing by 
statute that some income will not count because of its source. 

The most important ones, I guess, are the question of VA payments. 
We do not charge those to him. We think they should be charged. 
If he is getting money from insurance, compensation, or for some other 
reason, it should count in his income just as if he were getting it from 
7 Na ab fund from General Motors. This is strictly on the theory 
of need. 

Mrs. Rocers. I think it would be very expensive to operate, Mr. 
Chairman, if you have constant reviews. 

The Cuarrman. There is a yearly review now, Mrs. Rogers. So I 
understand you would do the same thing under this one. é 

Mr. Driver. That is right. In fact, it would certainly be easier 
if we counted all of his income, because we do have a number of 
cases each year that are confused as to just which categories of income 
you can exclude. They have come to us saying: ‘“‘Do I'count this, or 
count that?” wae 

Mrs. Rogers. I understood they were going to review every 6 
months. 

. Mr. Drivur. Oh, no, not at all. ise ada 

Mr. Carter. I have been sitting here trying to figure out an 
academic situation where a veteran could get. more under the proposed 
law than he does now. 

Mr. Driver. How he would, sir? . 1 will come to the income limits 
and the rates in a few minutes. If I could-at that point, I think I 
could make that. clear. | 

Mr. Grorece. I assume you,do not have a bunch of caseworkers 
gong to. homes. 

. Driver. No, sir; we cannot do that... We depend solely on an 
income report. And as | indicated earlier, we find it is very accurate. 
When the man comes to us for a pension, for example, he is examined 
by us. We give hima physical examination in one of our hospitals or 
clinics. So the question of disability is fairly well established through 
the normal adjudicative process. Then each year we depend on him 
to accurately report. his income. 

Mr. Geores. According to some of the letters we have received 
I think many of the people were under the impression that it would 
entail a number of social workers. 

Mr. Driver. We are not. proposing any change in the current 
practice at. all. 1 would not think that would be necessary at all. 
And according to the number of pensioners, I do not think we could 
afford to do it as.a practical matter. . 
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Mr. Mrrcue tu. Bill, how would this affect money paid into social 
security? Would you treat it the same way you do now? 

Mr. Driver. Here is that point here. Public and private retire- 
ment funds are now counted with few exceptions. These exceptions 
should be eliminated. And that is the recoupment thing. The 
money the man pays in is available to him for support when he draws 
it. e think it should be charged against his income limit, since it 
helps keep him from being in need. So we would recommend that 
you not permit such recoupments. 

The Cuarrman. Bill, we have received a lot of mail about the 
income of the wife. 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Some of these wives think, and probably properly 
so, that some of us do not do as much as we should, and they get out 
and work. It has been proposed to exempt half of the wife’s income, 
or at least a part of it, of earned money. I am not talking about a 
case where we know property and what not has been transferred to 
the wife, in order to get a pension, but I am speaking specifically of an 
earned income. Do you have any idea what effect that would have? 

Mr. Driver. If you exempted a portion of her income? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Driver. Well, it would make available for pension a sub- 
stantial number of cases who would not be eligible otherwise. It 
would depend, of course, where you put the figure. If you put it 
at half, then we would have to get some experience as to what half 
would mean in terms of cases. if you put it at $1,000, we could be a 
little more precise. But it would exempt a number of thousands of 
cases. We estimate—we did several months ago—that in counting 
all of this income, we were talking at somehwere in the range between 
75,000 and 100,000 cases affected by such a proposal. en you 
begin to vary on that and say you would not count the first $500 or 
a thousand, or half, you are ‘ffecting some number of those cases. 

The theory that we followed here is this: For the most part, we 
are talking about older people, 65 and better, including the wives, 
well up in the sixties. And we think that most of them have no 
earned income. The big thing here is the unearned income. And, 
of course, we were most interested in eliminating the possibility, 
which exists today under the law, whereby the veteran can perfectly 
legally transfer his assets from his own name to that of his wife. The 
income which they then produce is not charged to him as income 
whether it is stock income or whatever the asset may be. This, of 
course, would hit directly in that area. 

If we counted the wife’s income, there would no longer be an 
advantage in putting this property beyond your control and owner- 
ship. And we feel that in the usyal case they would not want to 
pass it to third parties or even possibly pass it to children, in the 
numbers that they would to the wife. 

Mr. Grorée. Mr. Chairman, do you not think in those cases—and 
I do not mean ——— ones where the wife has a huge income— 
you — be compelling him to reduce his standard of living in many 
cases! 

Mr. Driver. For the man on the roll today, sir—he would, of 
course, have the savings provision to stick by. For the man coming 
to us, he would accept this new program in the light of what it is. 
He would know what it is before he comes on the rolls. 
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Mr. GeoreGe. So the choice goes all the way through? 

Mr. Driver. Yes. And when you talk of standard of living, I am 
sure you keep in mind that we are discussing a program based on need. 
And you have to decide what need is when you talk about this. A 
standard of living could vary considerably across the country. And, 
this being a Federal matter, like Federal pay for civil servants, you 
have to have’ an amount that pays the same in New York as it does 
in California. You cannot adjust it by community and that sort of 
thing. This all ties into where you put your levels. 

The Cuarrman, Any other question on this chart? 

All right, Bill. 

Mr. Driver. Now we come to the proposed income limitations. 
The present law is $1,400 and $2,700 all the way through, single, 
married, widows, and children. We propose in the case of the 
married veteran to make the last payment of pension at $1,440. 
Beyond $1,440, he would draw no more pension.’ In the case of the 
married veteran, we would make the last payment at $2,860, instead 
of $2,700. And beyond that, he would draw no payments. 

Now I would like to go immediately to the amounts of money we 
would pay under this proposal, so that you can think of them 
together. 

Tn that next chart we point out we would pay rates on a graduated 
scale starting at $85, and that we would pay until his other income 
got to above $390, and we would then reduce it, to the point where 
when he got $1,440 of other income we would be paying him $10 a 
month, or $120 a year, bringing him up to $1,560 total. 3 

In the case of the married veteran with one dependent, we would 
start him at $90. We would carry him to $840. At that point, we 
begin to reduce the pension in five intervals until we have paid him 
at the maximum of $2,740 outside income, a payment of $10 a month, 
or $120 a year. ” 

That would bring him up to $2,860. 

In the case of the veteran with two dependents, we would not pa 
him $85 or $90, but $95, and we would reduce that in five interv 
to $10, up to the point where at $2,800 we make the last payment, 
and we would give him then $2,920. The veteran with three or more 
dependents we would pay $100 a month at the bottom, reducing it 
in five intervals, until when he got to the top at $2,860 he would have 
a total of $2,980. 

We have five income intervals. For the veteran with one dependent, 
we would pay him the maximum payment of $90. .And this, Mr. 
Carter, gets to the point of those we benefit. We would pay him 
$90, which is well above the $78 maximum today, until he hits $840. 
The veteran with two we would pay $95. The veteran with three or 
more dependents we would pay $100 until he hits above $1,200. And 
then we would begin to diminish down to the point I mentioned here. 

Under this arrangement, and evaluating the present, 1,223,000, 
approximately, pensioners, we would give an increase in pension to 
55 percent of all of them. 

he CHAIRMAN. Questions? 

All right. 

Mr. Driver. This, again, is the question of widow eligibility... It 
is an identical chart to. one I showed you earlier, pointing out, the 
distinetion between World War II and Korean. widows and those of 
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World War I, whereby the percentage of disability, service connected, 
at the time of death, must be present, before a World War II or 
Korean widow or child is eligible. This is the familiar parity, as we 
call it, equalizing the eligibility requirements for World. War II and 
Korean widows. 

— at widows and orphans, we find that the income distribution 
I refe to earlier—49 percent are in the $400 and below category. 
We would propose that the same thing follow here. We have rates 
going from $55, which is ‘a 10 percent increase over the present $50 
rate for the widow alone, down to $10, in five steps, the same as for 
the veteran, and for the widow with a child, instead of ($63; $75, 
down to $10, the same as for the veteran with dependents. And so 
on up to the point where a widow with three or more children we 
would give $105 and bring her down to $10 in five intervals. Identical 
treatment to the veteran and the veteran with dependents. 

The CuarrMan. Any questions? 

Mr. Driver. Fifty-three percent of all of widows on the rolls today 
would benefit from this proposal by getting more pensions. 

In the case of the veteran who needs an aid and attendant, we would 
propose that we have a graduated scale aad pay in five intervals, a 
range from $2,040 to $480, depending on his outside income, whereby 
we would increase 81 percent of those presently eligible. 

This is a substantial increase over the amount available today. 
We would have a $160 rate instead of $135.45 for the veteran alone 
and we would pay that until his income reached $390. We would 
have a $170 rate if he has one dependent, and we would pay that 
until he hit $840, and we would follow through with $170 all the way 
through regardless of the number of dependents, except that we would 
increase the point at which we began to decrease his payments as his 
number of dependents went up. 

Mrs. Rogers. It is important for the veteran to be on the rolls 
today, is it not? 

Mr. Driver. It is important to the minority of them, insofar as 
this proposal is concerned, since we would increase the majority under 
the new law. Most of those on the rolls today would elect the other 
law, as we see it, Mrs. Rogers. 

That is the basis of it, Mr. Teague. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions by anybody? 

Mr. George? 

Mr. Georee. I am wondering how you arrived at the $10 minimum. 

Mr. Driver. Again, it is a question of judgment. How much 
money do you want to make available, combining other income and 
pensions. Take the single veteran. The $10 minimum gives him a 
maximum of $1,560. Now then, you get to the question of what is 
a level of need.. Where do you want to pay pensions, and where do 
en want to stop? If you paid him a $40 minimum, you would 

ave a $1,920 figure. 

Now, what impresses you as being a representative level of need? 
In our opinion, for a veteran alone, $1,560 is fine when you consider 
the fact that in the population today, the average earnings and 
income, income if you will, of 65 and over people, all of them, is 
$1,337. 

Now, where do yo. want to stop when you talk about a need 
program for veterans in the light of the earnings or the income of 
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all people in that general age group where we find most of our pen- 
sioners in this country? And, of course, this includes the veterans. 

Mr. Grorcs. Of course, I was thinking about the trend in unem- 
ployment insurance to raise the minimum up to, say, $20 or $25. 

Mr. Driver. Well, of course, that still is substantially—that is a 
different program. 

Mr. Grorce. Have you any cae on how many $10 checks you 
would write a month if that would go into effect? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, we have the number of cases distributed by 
category. In the case of the single veteran, at the $10 point—let me 
read them all. May I? 

We would pay the $85 rate to 242,550; the $62 rate to 47,748; the 
$40 rate to 32,178; the $20 rate to 18,338; and the $10 rate to only 
6,920 cases. 

The Cuarrnman. We will insert that in the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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464 OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 
[No. 28] 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Aprit 15, 1959. 
er 0 vuse of Kepresentatives, 
Washington, DC. 

Dzar Mr. Speaker: There is transmitted a draft of a bill “To mod- 
ernize the pension wg ye for certain veterans and their dependents’’ 
with the request that it be introduced in order that it may be con- 
sidered for enactment. 

The proposed bill is designed to accomplish the recommendations 
relating to a made by the President in his recent Budget 
M . The objectives are to increase grates rates for those who 
are without other resources, particularly if they have families; to pro- 
vide more equitable treatment of the needy veteran, his widow and 
orphan; and to modernize the veterans’ pension program. 

isability pensions are now available to veterans of World War I, 
World War II and the Korean conflict who are seriously disabled 
from causes not related to service. The basic pension rate is $66.15 
monthly and is raised to $78.75 when the disabled veteran is 65 years 
of age or has been on the pension rolls for 10 consecutive years. 
Those who require aid and attendance are paid $135.45 per month. 
No pension, however, is payable to a single veteran whose annual 
income exceeds $1,400, or to a married veteran with an annual in- 

nequities exist in the present disability pension program. eo 
the eiapipal shortcomings is the ‘‘all.or nothing’’ concept whereby full 
pension is paid to veterans whose income is barely within the limita- 
tions but no benefit is paid to those whose income exceeds it by any 
amount. For example, one veteran may hav: an annual income of 
$2,700 and receive $945 in pension benefits. Another veteran sim- 
ilarly situated except that his outside income is $1 more, receives no 
pension. The present program also fails to provide adequately for 
those whose needs are greatest and at the same time it affords full 
benefits where need is less. Thus the veteran with no outside income 
has less than $1,000 for annual subsistence while the one with $2,700 
outside income has over $3,600. - The present pension system provides 
the same rate for a veteran whether he is single, married or has several 
children. The only difference is an increase in the limitation of out- 
side income for those with dependents. The proposed bill would 
correct these deficiencies. It would increase benefits where the need 
is greatest and would eliminate the “all or nothing’’ feature by estab- 
lishing a graduated scale of yrant which would vary according to 
income and family status. It provides higher basic rates and higher 
income limitations than present law. This would result in 56 percent 
of veterans on the rolls becoming eligible for increased pension. 

The current program is unsound in failing to take into account all 
moneys available for support. Although, in the main, the money a 
person receives under public and private retirement plans is now 
counted as income, there is one relatively small exception in that these 
funds are not charged as income until the cost of the retirement benefit 
to him has been recovered. In addition certain items of income are 
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excluded by law (38 U.S.C. 503) even though they are available for 
maintenance. Other laws permit the veteran to waive a portion of his 
annuity from Federal contributory programs so that he may reduce 
his income beneath the limitations, create his own need and thereby 

ualify for pension. These defects would be corrected by providing 
the full amount of all payments of any kind from any source (except 
donations from public or private relief or welfare organizations) would 
be counted as income; as would the amounts of monies waived under 
any plan, public or private. 

bisens law provides that only income of the veteran will be 
considered and there is no provision for including the income of his 
spouse. Likewise, no recognition is given assets that do not produce 
income but could be used for support of the pensioner. As a result 
the realities of the situation are ignored in some cases. The bill would 
deem a spouse’s income a part of the veteran’s. Further, it provides 
the Administrator would deny or discontinue payment of pensions 
when the veteran’s estate is such that under all the circumstances, 
including consideration of income, it is reasonable that some part of 
the estate be consumed for the veteran’s maintenance. +80 

Pensioners, including those who served prior to World War J, 
continue to be eligible for full pension while being maintained at 
Federal expense in homes and hospitals. This results in a duplication 
of benefits since the need on which pension is based has been materially 
reduced. One-half of a veteran’s pension payments is now. withheld 
after 6 months hospital or domiciliary care by the Veterans’. Adminis- 
tration if he is without dependents. The withheld .amounts. are 
returned to him in a lump sum following his discharge. The proposal 
would discontinue the withholding procedure and provide for reduction 
of the pension rate so that not more than $30 monthly would be'pay- 
able after two full calendar months following admission to a Federal 
institution or State home to which the Veterans’ Administration 
contributes. Provision is made for the family by authorizing: an 
apportionment to the wife or children of the amount by which the 
pension is reduced. siaw to 

Under existing law pensions are paid to certain widows and orphans 
of veterans of World War I, World War II, or the Korean conflict 
who die from causes not attributable to their war service. : The basic 
monthly rate for such a widow under present law is $50.40 where there 
is no child. If there is a widow and one child, the rate is increased to 
$63, and $7.56 is payable for each additional child, Pension of $27.30 
may be paid for.a child if there is no surviving widow, $40.95 for two 
children, $54.60 for three, and $7.56 for each additional child... [twill 
be seen that in this program, therefore, family obligations are recog- 
nized to the extent that rates are increased in accordance with the 
number of dependents. 

At the present time the annual income limitation for a widow 
without a child, or for a child where there is no widow, is $1,400. 
‘The widow with one or more children has an income limitation of 
‘$2,700 annually. As in the case of the disabled veteran, therefore, 
the ‘‘all or nothing’’ theory prevails and rates do not vary depending 
on the amount of income. ere also a graduated scale of death pen- 
sions which would pay a higher basic rate to those with little or no 
income, and a lesser rate to those with greater income, is proposed 
by the bill. The rates and income limitations would vary depending 
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on the number of dependents involved. Higher basic rates and higher 
income limitations are provided than under existing law. This would 
result in 53 percent of the widows and orphans on the rolls becoming 

igible for increased pension. 

e proposed bill also seeks to correct deficiencies in the death 
ion program by applying the corpus of estate test, accounting 

r all monies available for support and ae the combined income 
of the widow and children living together (or children supported by the 
widow) except earned income of the children. Under current law 
where the widow’s entitlement ceases because of excessive income, or 
her remarriage, the child may be awarded pension in his own right 
if otherwise entitled. Under the proposal, however, the child would 
have separate entitlement only if not living with the widow or not 
supported by her, or if she has remarried. In the latter case, if the 
child is living with the remarried widow and her spouse, their income 
would be added to the unearned income of the child in determining 
his eligibility. 

The bill would — the eligibility under present law of 
on the pension rolls when it would become effective (July 1, 1960), as 
well as those whose claims are pending at that time. The new program 
would, of course, be available to such persons and, if they so elected, 
it would become the only system under which they might qualify 
thereafter 
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It is estimated that under existing law $1.2 billion will be expended 
fer pensions during fiscal year 1961. If the proposal is enacted it is 
estimated that expenditures for pension would be increased by approxi- 
mately $100 million that year. Although this proposal would call 
for higher expenditures in the immediate future, application of a 
graduated scale coupled with predicted increases in both public and 

rivate retirement plans will reduce the future cost. Those at the 
higher end of the income scale, because of income from other sources, 
receive smaller pensions, while those at the lower end of the income 
scale will be paid larger pensions, resulting in more equitable treatment 
of veterans’ needs. However, in the long haul the over-all cost to the 
Nation will be less. 

There are enclosed detailed anal of estimates which should be 
considered as magnitude figures only. The administrative data have 
been et in compliance with section 11a of the Civil Service Act 
(5 U.S.C. 642a). 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that enact- 
ment of this proposal would be in accord with the program of the 
President. | 

Sincerely yours, 


Sumner G. Warrerms, 
Administrator. 
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Estimated administrative costs 
INITIAL CHANGEOVER (ESTIMATED TO BE COMPLETED IN 3 MONTHS’ PERIOD) 
Compense- | Administra- 
Total Finance tion and tive 
pension 
Salary cost. . $2, 426, 000 $101,000 | $2, 256, 000 $69, 000 
Man-years, VA employees. 311 26 287 18 
GS-11 35 
Gs 43 26 
Gs-2. 18 
RECURRING AWARDS 
Salary cost: 
Ist year. $2, 290, 000 $115, 000 $2, 145, 000 $30, 000 
2d year 2, 290, 000 115,000 | 2, 145, 000 30, 000 
3d year 2, 290, 000 115, 000 2, 145, 000 30, 000 
4th year. 2, 290, 000 115, 000 2, 145, 000 30, 000 
5th year. 2, 290, 000 115, 000 2, 145, 000 30, 000 
Author- | Adjudi- Steno. | Admin- 
Total | Finance ized cators Clerks | coding | istrative 
officers 
VA employees: 
| years— 
396 118 33 113 16 107 9 
5th... 18 33 113 16 107 9 
Q@s-11 33 33 
113 113 
GS-4 134 11g 16 
Gs-3 108 107 1 
GS-2. 8 8 
Estimated benefits cost 
[In thousands] 
Total ‘Disabitity Death 
Ist year. $97, 705 555 $19, 150 
Nore.—There will be no additional benefit cost after the second year. | 
H.R. 6432 


A BILL To modernize the pension programs for certain veterans and their dependents 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States o 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘Veterans’ 
Pension Act of 1959’’. 

Szc. 2. Title 38, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(a) By revising section 503 to read: 

“§ 503. Items considered in determining income 

“In determining annual income under this title, there shall be included— 

““(1) all payments of any kind or from any source (including payments 
un retirement, annuity, or similar plans or programs equal to contribu- 


tions thereto), except donations from public or private relief or welfare 
organizations; and 


. 


‘468 OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


(2) salary, retirement or annuity payments, or similar income, which 
has been waived, prempestlye of whether the waiver was made pursuant to 
statute, contract, or otherwise.” 

(b) By adding a section 506, as follows: 


“§ 506. Resource reports and overpayment adjustments 


“(a) As a condition of granting or continuing pension under sections 521, 541, 
542, 543, or 544 of this title, the Administrator— 

. ““(1) may require from any person applying for, or in receipt of, pension 
thereunder such information, proofs, or evidence as he desires in order to 
determine the annual income and the corpus of the estate of such person; 

“*(2) shall require that any such person file each year with the Veterans’ 
Administration (on the form prescribed by him) a report showing the total 
income which he received during the preceding year, the corpus of his estate 
at the end of that year, and his estimate for the then current year of the 
total income he expects to receive and of any expected increase in the corpus 
of his estate; and 

**(3) shall require that any such person promptly file a revised report 
whenever there is a material change in his estimated annual income or a 
material change in his estimate of the corpus of his estate. 

‘ “(b) If there is an overpayment of pension under sections 521, 541, 542, 543, 

or 544 of this title, the amount thereof shall be deducted (unless waived) from 

«any future payments made thereunder to the person concerned.” 

‘. {¢) By striking all of section 521(a) after the comma following “habits” and 

inserting ‘‘pension at the rate prescribed < this section.”; by redesignating sub- 

section (b) of that section as ‘‘(e)”; and by inserting in that section new sub- 
sections (b), (c), and (d), as follows: 

“(b) If the veteran is unmarried (or married but not living with and not con- 
tributing at least one-half of the income of the spouse) and has no child, pension 
shall be paid (1) at the monthly rate set forth in column II of the following table 
opposite the veteran’s annual income as shown in column I: 


Column I 
Column II 
More than—| But equal to 
or less than— 
& 
$390 $85.00 
$390 690 62.00 
690 990 40.00 
990 1, 290 20.00 
1, 290 1,440 . 10.00 


or (2), if such veteran is in need of regular aid and attendance, at the monthly 
rate set forth in column II of the following table opposite the veteran’s annual 


income as shown in column I: 


Column I 
Column II 
More than— | But equal to 
or less than— 
i 
.$390 
$390 140. 
690 120. 00 
990 1, 290 100. 00 
1,290... 1, 590 80. 00... 
1, 590 1, 890 60..00 
1, 890 2, 190 40.00 
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“(c) If the veteran is living with or contributing at least one-half of the income 
of the spouse or has a child or children, pension shall be paid (1) at the monthl 
rate set forth in column II, table A (if there is one such person), in column il, 
table B (if there are two such persons), or in column II, table C (if there are three 
or more such persons), opposite the veteran’s annual income as shown in column I 
of the applicable table: Yat 


Tavita A:— Veteran and one dependent 


Column I 
Column II 
More than—/ But equal to 
: or less 

$90. 00 
$840 1, 200 70.00 
1, 200 1,740 50. 00 
1,740 280 30. 00 
2, 280 2,740 10. 00 


Column I 
Column II 

More than—}| But equal to 

or less than— 
$1, 020 $95. 00 
$1,020. 1,380 75. 00 
1,380 1,920 50. 00 
1, 920 35. 00 
2, 460 2, 800 10: 00 


TaBLe C.—Veteran and three or more dependents 


More tran—| But equal to 
‘| or less than— 
$1, 200 $100. 00 
$1, 200 1, 560 80.00 
1, 560 2, 100 55.00 
2, 100 2, 460 35. 00 
2, 460 2, 860 10. 00 


or (2), if such veteran is in need of regular aid and attendance, at the monthl 
rate set forth in column II, table D (if there is one such person), in column II, 
table E (if there are two such persons), or column II, table F (if there are three 
or more such persons), opposite the veteran’s annual income as shown in column I 
of the applicable table: 


TaBLE D.—Veteran and one dependent 


Column I 
Column II 
More than— | But equal to 
or less than— 
$840 $170. 00 
$840 1, 200 160. 00 
1, 200 1, 560 140. 00 
1, 560 1,920 115. 00 
1, 920 2, 280 90. 00 
2, 280 2, 640 65.00 
2, 640 3,000 40.00 
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Taste E.—Veteran and two dependents 


Column I 
¥ 
Column IT 

More than—j| But equal to 

or less than— 
$1, 020 $170. 00 
$1, 020 1,380 160. 00 
1,380 1,740 140. 00 
1, 740 2, 100 115.00 
a} 2, 460 90. 00 
2, 65. 00 
2, 820 180 40.00 


TaBLe F.—Veteran and three or more dependents 


Column I 
Column IT 

More than—/} But equal to 

or less than— 
$1, 200 $170. 00 
$1, 200 1, 560 160. 00 
1, 560 1,920 140. 00 
1, 920 2, 280 115. 00 
2, 280 2, 640 90. 00 
2, 640 3,000 65. 00 
8, 000 3, 360 40.00 


“(d) For the purposes of this section— 
“d) In determining annual income, the annual income of a spouse living 
with the veteran shall be considered as the veteran’s income; ra 
(2) A veteran shall be considered as living with a spouse, even though 
they reside apart, unless they are estranged.” 
(d) By revising section 522 to read: 


**§ 522, Net worth limitation 

“The Administrator shall deny or discontinue payment of pension under 
section 521 of this title when the corpus of the veteran’s estate is such that under 
all the circumstances, including consideration of the veteran’s income, it is reason- 
able that some part of the corpus be consumed for the veteran’s maintenance.” 

(e) By striking all of section 541(a) after the comma following ‘‘disability” and 
inserting “‘pension at the rate prescribed by this section.’’; by redesignating sub- 
section (b) of that section as ‘‘(d)’’; and by inserting in that section new sub- 
sections (b) and (c), as follows: 

““(b) If the widow has no child, or has a child not living with or supported by 
her, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth in column II of the follow-. 
ing table opposite her annual income as shown in column I: 


Column I 
Column II 
More than—| But equal to 
or less 

$420 $55. 00 

$420 660 50. 00 
660 900 40.00 

900 1,140 25.00 
1,140 1,440 10. 00 


“(c) If the widow has a child or children yee with or supported by her, 
pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth in column II opposite the 
combined annual income of the widow and the child or children (excluding earned 
income of the child or children) as shown in column I of the applicable table A, B, 


G 
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or C set forth below. For each such child in exeess of 3, there shall be added to 


the amount shown in”column II of table C er the annual income as shown 
in column I, the amount set forth in column III of such table opposite tha: 


Taste A.—Widow, 1 child 


Column I 

Column II 

More than—j| But equal to 

or less than— 
$840 $75.00 
$840 1, 320 60. 00 
te | i | 
380 10. 00 


Column I 

Column II 

More than—/| But equal to 

or less than— 
00 
som 
2, $00 2 800 10.00 


Column I Colamn II | Column III 
More But equal to Three Each addi- 
than— or children 

$1, 200 $105. 00 $15. 00 
$1, 200 1, 680 85. 00 10.00 
1, 680 2, 160 60. 00 5.00 
2, 160 2, 520 35. 00 5.00 
2, 520 2, 860 


(f) By revising section 542 to read: 


**§ 542. Children of World War I veterans 

‘*(a) The Administrator shall pay to the children of each veteran of World 
War I who met the service requirements of section 521 of this title, or who at the 
time of his death was receiving (or entitled to receive) compensation or retirement 
pay based upon a service-connected disability, pension at the rate prescribed by 
this section. 

**(b) If a child is not living with another child or children and is neither livin 
with nor Spee by a widow, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set fort 


in column f the following table opposite the annual income (excluding earned 
income) of the child as shown in column I: 
Column I 
Column II 
More than—| But equal to 
or less than— 
$420 30:00 
660 900 25. 00 
900 1,140 15. 00 
1,140 1,440 10. 00 


472 


r(c) If there are two children living together who are neither living with 
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nor supported by a widow, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth bs 
in‘@elumin Tl‘of the following table opposite the combined annual income (exelud- h 
ing earned income) of the children as shown in column I: ‘ 
Column I 
Column II 
More than— | But equal to 
or less than— * 

$840 “$50.00 

$840 1, 320 40. 00 

1, 320 1, 800 30, 00 

1,800 2, 280 20. 00 

2, 280 2,740 10. 00 


‘*(d) If there are three children living together who are neither living with nor 
oaeer by a widow, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth in 
column IT of the following table — the combined annual income (excluding 


earned income) of the children as shown in column I: 


Column I 
Column II 
More than—| But equal to 
or less than— 
$1, 020 $65. 00 
$1, 020 1, 500 50. 00 
1,500 1, 980 35.00 
1, 980 2, 460 25. 00 
2, 460 2, 800 10. 00 


“(e) If there are four children living together who are neither living with nor 
an cg | by a widow, pension shall be puta at the monthly rate set forth in 
column II of the following table opposite the combined annual income (excluding 
earned income) of the children as shown in column I. For each child in such 
household in excess of four, there shall be added to the amount shown in column II 
opposite the combined annual income (excluding earned income) of all children. 
in that household as shown in column I, the amount set forth in column IIL 


opposite that income. 
Column I 
Column ITI 
Column IT Each addi- 
More than—/| But equal to tional child 
or less than— | , 

$1, 200 $80. 00 $15. 00 

$1, 200 1, 680 60. 00 10. 00 

1, 680 2, 160 40. 00 5.00 

i 2, 160 2, 520 30. 00 5.00 
2, 520 2, 860 


a 
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“(f)¥If there is a child or children living with a former widow of the veteran 
who has remarried and her spouse, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set 
forth in column II opposite the combined annual income of the remarried widow, 
her spouse, and the child or children (excluding earned income of the child or 
children) as shown in column I of the wr table A, B, or C set forth below. 
For each such child in excess of three, there shall be added to the amount shown 
in column IT of table C opposite the combined annual income as shown in column 
I, the amount set forth in column III of such table opposite that income, 


Taste A.—One child 
Column I 
Column IT ‘ 
More than—{ But equal to 
or less than— 

$840 $35. 00 ; 

$840 1, 320 30. 00 ‘ 
1, 320 1,800 25. 00 uy 
1,800 2, 280 15.00... 
2, 280 2, 740 10. 00 ine 


Column I if ’ 
Column IT 
More than—| But equal to 
or less than— th 
$1, 020 $50. 00 
$1, 020 1, 500 40. 00 ; by 
1, 500 1, 980 30. 00 iy 
1,980 2, 460 20. 00 Bs 
2, 460 2, 800 10. 00 


Column I 
Column IT Column IIT 
Three Each addi- 
More than— | Butequaltoor| children tional child 
less than— 
$1, 200 $65. 00 $15. 00 
$1, 200 1, 680 50. 00 10.00 
1, 680 2, 160 35. 00 5.00 ey 
2, 160 2, 520 25. 00 5.00 y 
2, 520 2, 860 10. 00 


““(g) When pension prescribed by this section is payable to children living in 
the same household, it shall be equally divided among them.” 

(g) By striking ‘“whenever there is no widow entitled to pension under section 
543 of this title, the’ in section 544 and inserting ‘“The’’ in lieu thereof. wi 

(h) By revising section 545 to read: iti 


“$545. Net worth limitation 

“The Administrator shall deny or discontinue payment of Bention under sections 
541, 542, 543, or 544 of this title to a widow or child when the corpus of the estate 
of the survivor concerned is such that under all the circumstances, including con- 
sideration of income, it is reasonable that some part of the corpus be. bray eid 
for sme survivor’s maintenance 


i) By revising the analysis of chapter 15 as follows: 


1) Strike “503. Items not considered in determining income.” and’ aided “503. 
{tems considered in determining income.” ; 
(2) Insert ‘506. Resource reports and ove verpayment, adjustments.” 
‘below “505. Payment of pension during co 


ement in penal institutions,” ; 


Tasty B.—Two children 
C.—Three or more children 
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(3) Strike ‘522. Income limitations.” and insert ‘522. Net worth limitation.” ; 


(4) Strike “545. Income limitations.” and insert “545. Net worth limitation.”’. 

(j) By deleting “pension’”’ wherever it appears in subsections (a)(1) and (b) (1) 
of section 3203; by striking “such benefits (except retired pay, but includin 
emergency officers’ retirement pay)” from subsection (b)(2) of that section an 
inserting in lieu thereof “‘pension, compensation, or emergency officers’ retirement 

y”’; by redesignating subsection (d) of that section as ‘(e)”; and by inserting 

that section a new subsection (d), as follows: 

“‘(d)(1) Where any veteran is being furnished hospital treatment, institutional 
or domiciliary care by the United States, or by an institution as to which payments. 
are made on account of the veteran under subchapter V, chapter 17 of this title, 
no pension in excess of $30 per month shall be paid to or for the veteran for any 
period after (a) the end of the second full calendar month following the month of 
admission for treatment or care or (b) readmission for treatment or care within 
six months following termination of a period of treatment or care of not less than 
two full calendar months. 

(2) Where the payment of pension to any veteran is subject to the provisions of 

ph (1) of this subsection the Administrator may apportion and pay to his. 
wife or children the balance of the pension which the veteran would receive but for 


such 

Szc. 3. Section 1441 of title 10 of the United States Code is amended by inserting. 
“and chapter 15” after “415(g)”’. 

Sxc. 4. (a) Any claim for pension which is pending in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration on July 1, 1960, or any claim for death pension filed thereafter within 
one year from the date of death of a veteran which occurred prior to July 1, 
1960, shall be adjudicated under title 38, United States Code, in effect on June 
30, 1960, with respect to the period before July 1, 1960, and, except as provided 
in subsection (c), under such title, as amended by this Act, thereafter. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall affect the eligibility of _ Ty vey receiving pen- 
sion under title 38, United States Code, on June 30, 1960, for pension under 
all applicable provisions of that title in effect on that date for such period or periods 


thereafter with respect to which he can qualify under such provisions. This sub-— 


section shall not apply in any case for any period after pension is.granted, pursu- 
ant to application, under title 38, United States Code, as amended by this Act. 

(c) Subsection (b) shall apply to those claims within the purview of sunsection 
(a) in which it is determined that pension is payanle for June 30, 1960. 

Sec. 5. This Act shall take effect on July 1, 1960. 

The Cuarrman. Newell, as we go through this thing, I will tell you 
where a lot of these x pe came from, it was in getting people to- 
gether so that we could pass a bill so that we could do something. 

Mr. Driver. It is all a question of judgment, and one where any 
one can differ. Whether $400 impresses Dam as the right point at 
which to diminish pensions or $500, is a matter of judgment. 
We have run $1,400 to $1,500 for the veteran alone, which we thought. 
would be representative of need in the country today. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Baring? 

Mr. Barina. I do not think I quite understand this. Now, you 
take people rine Sate the age of 65. There are innumerable nurses 
still working at that age. I know of them in the hospitals. We have 
been short of nurses, and they have had to keep the nurses on. Their 
rate of pay is fairly good in all communities, averaging approximately 
$350 to $500 a month. Does that mean, then, that her husband 
could not get his basic rate, in view of the fact that she is over $2,700? 

Mr. Driver. It does, sir. We would propose that her income be 
eonsidered in relationship to a family unit, and that pension not be 
paid to that family that you described, because we do not consider 
that it.isin need. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Any other questions? 

Mrs. Rogers. Have you had any conferences with the World 
War IF men? 


: P 
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Mr. Driver. The World War I organization? 

Mrs. Rocrrs. Yes. 

Mr. Driver. Several, Mrs. Rogers, before we came up with this 
proposal, and after we sent it ps Yes, ma’am. And I find that 
they are extremely interested in the subject. 

Mrs. Rocrers. They have very strong convictions. 

Mr. Ranpaui. Do you mean elected representatives of their or- 
ganizations, or volunteers? 

Mr. Driver. I am sorry. I did not understand what you said. 

Mr. Ranpauy. You said you had some conferences with World 
War I poonits Their officers here in town? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, their national commander, their legislative dir- 
ector, and some of the others. 

The Crarrman. Any other questions? 

Mr. Carrer. Yes. 

Did they have much influence whee 

Mr. Driver. I do not know. aybe we had some influence on 
them, Mr. Carter. When they came to us originally, they refused 
to consider the idea that there should be any income limitation. 
When they came back the second or third time, they had accepted 
the principle that at least they would go for a $2,400 and $3,600 
limitation. So maybe the meetings had an effect on them. 

Mr. Carter. They sure have not told their buddies about this. 

Mr. Ranpauu. And their mail has not indicated it. 

Mr. Smitu. It has dropped a lot, though. We are not getting the 
mail we did in this last 7 or 8 days. 

The Cuarrman. I have written a letter to each of the 65 Members 
of Congress who have introduced the 116 bills pending before the 
committee on the subject of pensions, advising them that if they wish 
to submit statements for the record they may do sc. We have re- 
ceived statements from several Members, and if othere is no objection, 
they will be inserted in the record at this point. As other statements 
are received they will be inserted following the testimony of the wit- 
nesses at the end of the transcript of each day’s hearing. 

(The statements referred to follow:) 

Comitrer on Veterans’ Arrarrs, 
Washington, D.C., June 3, 1959. 


Dear The Committee on Veterans’ Affairs plans to begin 
on the subject of non-service-connected pension benefits for veterans and th 
surviving dependents on Thursday, June 4. Since you have a bill pending before 
the committee on this general subject, you may wish to file a statement to be 
made a part of the record of hearings. If you do desire to file a statement, please 
make it available in the committee offices, room 356, House Office Building, by 
5 pm. Tuesday, June 9. 

e committee hopes that as a result of these hearings a plan can be developed 
which will result in improvement in the present system of non-service-connected 
pensions. 

Sincerely yours, 
Our E. Chairman. 


Statement By Hon. Denver D. Harcis, Memper or Concress, 
District or Kansas 


I am submitting this statement for inclusion in the records of the current com- 
mittee hearings on veterars pension legislation, in response to notification re- 
ceived June 4 from Hon. Olin E. Teague. I extend my sincere thanks to Chair- 
man Teague and the members of the committee for gi me this opportunity. 


| 
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On January 29 this year, I introduced H.R. 3729, a bill designed to amend 
section 512, title 38, of the United States Code (veterans’ benefits), for the pur- 
pore of authorizing pensions to Spanish-American War veterans with less than 

0 days’ service. 

Such legislation would place these veterans in the same pension status now en- 

joyed by Spanish-American War veterans with less than 90 days’ service, but 

0 days or more of service; namely, eligibility for a pension at the rate of $67.73 
per month, or $88.04 per month “‘if the veteran is in need of regular aid or at- 
tendance.”’ 

Statistics furnished by the Library of Congress show that of the 48,000 Spanish- 
American War veterans still living (as of December 31, 1958), a total of 41,264 
are already drawing Government pensions. This apparently leaves only about 
6,700 unqualified. 

It was my contention at the time this bill was prepared, and it remains so, that 
the American public is not likely to be overly critical of efforts to materially 
honor these relatively few surviving veterans, regardless of their length of service, 
at this late date and under these circumstances. Acceptability of the proposal 
aes be bolstered by limiting the additional pensioners to those in low income 

rackets. 

We are concerned here with men of advanced age, whose ranks are thinning 
rapidly. Many of them are living at low subsistence levels on inadequate in- 
comes, as I know from personal contact with Spanish-American War veterans in 
my own district. I do not feel that improving their lot in the manner I suggest 
would add an undue burden, either to the existing claim load or the existing work- 
load of the Veterans’ Administration and its regional personnel. 

( I therefore respectfully request that the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
give earnest consideration to pension provisions for Spanish-American War veter- 
ans with shorter terms of service than 70 days. 

In regard to non-service-connected pension benefits for veterans of World 
War I, I would like at this time to go on record as supporting and endorsing H.R. 
1181, introduced January 7 by Hon. James E. Van Zandt, of Pennsylvania. - I feel 
that the basic provisions of this proposal, whether left intact or slightly modified. 
should be seriously weighed for possible incorporation into the overall pension 

ill now being prepared by the committee. . 

I do not feel personally that objections to the resulting rise in pension appropri- 
ations are strong enough to offset the financial plight and the low living standards 
now affecting so many veterans of the First World War. I admit that the general 
situation may be worse in my home district than in some other areas, because 
southeast Kansas is hard hit by unemployment and money is hard to come by, 
particularly for those in the World War I veterans’ age group. But I feel that 
enough veterans are up against the same hardships throughout the Nation to 
make the Van Zandt pension plan, in substance, both practicable and desirable. 

I repeat a statement I made in a newsletter recently mailed to constituents: 
“Too many of our aging veterans are being neglected by the country they fought 
to save. Certainly the amount being asked in pensions is minor when compared 
to the vast sums being sent overseas under the wastetul foreign aid program, often 
with no return whatever. The men who fought in World War I deserve the chance 
to live on something more than memories.”’ 

It also occurs to me that the income restrictions advocated in H.R. 1181—that 
is, limiting eligible pensioners to those with incomes of less than $3,800 annually 
if they are family men, or $2,400 annually if unmarried—are sufficient. I do not 
feel that other pensions, annuities, or retirement benefits should be considered as 
income when awarding pensions for war service. This Nation’s traditional con- 
cept for pension benefits in connection with war service, other than disability 
compensation, is based on a “‘no strings attached’”’ approach. I strongly feel that 
this is the right approach and the only fair way to deal with an admittedly complex 

roblem. ; 
. I can only add that the needs and-desires of the people I am elected to represent 
take paramount importance, of course, in shaping my own thinking on pension 
legislation. Since the Van Zandt bill was introduced, I have received several 
hundred letters from World War I veterans and their wives in southeast Kansas, 
all urging my support of this bill or similar legislation. Their wishes are my 
wishes, as always. 


‘ 
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Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1959. . 
Hon. Ouin. E. Teacue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is to acknowledge your letter of June 3, permitting 
me to make a statement in reference to H.R. 3447, a bill that I introduced which 
has been referred to your committee. 

This measure would amend section 454 of title 38, United States Code, to provide 
an exclusion from income for veterans’ survivors eligible for pensions, for amounts 

aid by them for debts of the veteran and expenses of his last illness and burial. 

t appears to me that the merit of this bill is self-evident. It is inconceivable that 
there should not be a deduction from income for debts and expenses of the last 
illness and burial of a veteran. 

I sincerely trust that your committee will unanimously approve this measure. 

Sincerely, 
H. Barss, 
Member of Congress. 


STaTEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WitiiAM H. Narcuer, Seconp Disrricr oF 
KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the record, my name is 
William H. Natcher, and I have the honor of representing the Second District 
of Kentucky. 

On January 7, 1959, I introduced H.R. 887 and H.R. 1156, which bills were 
referred to your committee. H.R. 887 extends veteran benefits to persons serving 
in the Armed Forces between November 12, 1918, and July 2, 1921. Those 

rsons who would benefit under the provisions of H.R. 887 were members of the 
US. military occupational forces who served in Europe between November 12, 
1918, and July 2, 1921. In view of the services they rendered, I am of the opinion 
that they should be allowed to enjoy veteran status and should be extended the 
benefits accruing from such status. 

Under the provisions of H.R. 1156 the same rights, privileges, and benefits 
ene veterans of World War I would be extended to persons who served 90 

ays or more in the Armed Forces of the United States during the period beginning 
May 9, 1916, and ending April 6, 1917, in Mexico, on the borders of Mexico, in 
the waters adjacent to Meyico, or in any combination of the foregoing, and who 
were honorably discharged from our Armed Forces. The unremarried widows and 
dependent children of such members of the Armed Forces of the United States 
would also be subject to the benefits of unremarried widows and dependent children 
of World War I veterans. H.R. 1156, if enacted into law, will correct an injustice 
which should have been corrected many years past. 

Mr. Chairman, only a few persons will be affected by H.R. 887 and H.R. 1156. 
I firmly believe the services rendered by these few individuals should be appro- 
priately recognized. It is my hope that you, and the members of your committee, 
will give consideration to H.R. 887 and H.R. 1156, and that both measures can be 
favorably reported. 


SrareMent oF Hon. Craic Hosmer, Memper or Conoress, District 
or CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, my remarks are specifically directed to H.R. 806 which I intro- 
duced on January 7. It would raise the outside earn‘ ags limitations on veterans’ 
benefits from $1,400 and $2,700 to $1,800 and $3,000, respectively. The reason 
I initiated and support this legislation is simply that the current figures in the 
law have been outrun by the inflation of the dollar which has occurred since they 
were written into law. Thus, the substantial majority of the beneficiaries so 
limited simply cannot live decently under the present limitations. 

It is time to become more realistic in helping our deserving older citizens to 
live out their sunset years with at least a small degree of dignity. I am sure that 
in millions of cases the small rise in earnings limitation which I have suggested 
would make the difference between comfort and want. I would hope the com- 
mittee might see fit to make these exemptions even larger than I have suggested; 
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failing that, it will accept the amounts suggested by H.R. 806, rather than de- 
clining to act at all. 

The CuarrMaNn. It is my understanding that at 10 o’clock tomorrow 
we will hear Mr. Preston Moore, national commander of the American 
Legion. I realize some members cannot be here at 10 o’clock; but I 
want to announce if one or two are here, the meeting will start at 10 
o’clock. So the hearing tomorrow will be at 10 o’clock. And it is 
my understanding that the witness will be the national commander 
of the American Legion. 

Bill, I want to compliment you on the job you did this morning. 
I think you did an excellent job. 

Thank you very much. 

The committee will be adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Friday, June 5, 1959.) 


: 
4 
4 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


FRIDAY, JUNE 5, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commirrer ON VrTeRAN’s AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in room 

356, bs House Office Building, Hon. Olin E. Teague (chairman) 
residing. 
The The committee will come to order. 

The committee is meeting this morning to hear the national com- 
mander of the American Legion. And I would like to recognize 
Mr. Miles Kennedy to introduce the commander. 

Miles, would you also introduce the other members of the American 


Legion that are here? 
r. Kennepy. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I would be glad to. Thank 


you, sir. 
The CuarrMan. Fine. 


STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and members of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, at the time the commander appeared before you 
on March 3, at which time he presented our program, he was intro- 
duced by Congressman Albert of Oklahoma, who as we all know is 
majority whip in the House. However, I do appreciate this oppor- 
tunity, for the benefit of some of the new members who were not able 
to ne at that meeting, to say a few words in introducing the com- 
mander. 

The commander was born in Colton, Okla., 38 years ago and at- 
tended Oklahoma A. & M. for 2 years before entering service in 
World War II. He received his law degree from the University of 
Oklahoma after the war. His military career spans more than 4 years 
and covers two branches of our Armed Forces. | 

Enlisting as an Army infantry private in July 1941, he was com- 
missioned a second lieutenant in January 1943, after attending Officers 
Candidate School. He saw combat duty in the Southwest Pacific 
with the Fifth Bomb Group of the 13th Air Force, serving in New 
Guinea and also in the Philippines. 

While still on terminal leave in the fall of 1945, he joined the James 
H. Teel Post No. 105 of the American Legion in Oklahoma, the same 
post that his father, Mr. C. F. Moore, belonged to for many years 
prior to his death. 

Later on, the commander transferred to the Thomas C. Reynolds 
Post 303 at the University of Oklahoma, in Norman, Okla., where he 
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resumed his war-interrupted education, and he became commander ‘ 
of that post in 1947. 
That year he led this post from a membership of 300 to more than 
1,000, and developed an extensive community service program, in- 
cluding a $12,000 budget for community playgrounds. 
This spectacular achievement launched bis rapid rise to department 
: and national office in the American Legion. 
RS In 1948, he was elected commander of the Department of Oklahoma, 
= the first World War II veteran so honored by that department. 
In the intervening decade until his election on September 4, 1958, 
as national commander of the American Legion, he served as depart- 
: ment judge advocate, alternate national executive committeeman, 
and for the last 3 years prior to his election to his present high post, 
the Department of Oklahoma’s national executive committeeman. 
This invaluable experience was ented by service on some national 
commissions and committees of the American Legion. 

A successful trial attorney and senior partner of the law firm of 
Moore & Murphy in Stillwater, Okla., he is a member of both the 
Oklahoma and American Bar Associations. He is also a member of 
the official board of his Methodist Church, a working alumnus of the 
Universities of Oklahoma and Oklahoma A. and M., active in Boy 
Scout and YMCA programs, a trustee of the Elks, a 32d degree 
Mason, and a member of the Kiwanis and American Businessmen’s 

ubs: 

It is a pleasure, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this 
committee, to present one of America’s most active men, the dis- 
; inguished national commander of the American Legion, Mr. Preston 
a J. Moore, of Stillwater, Okla. , 

: Now, in keeping with your request, Mr. Chairman, to introduce the 
other members of the staff who are accompanying the commander, 
I would say we have Mr. John J. Corcoran, the national rehabilitation 
director, whom you all know; Mr. James V. Day, national public rela- 
tions director; Mr. Clarence H. Olson, the assistant director of our 
national legislative commission; Mr. Charles W. Stevens, the assistant 


2 director of our national rehabilitation commission; Mr. William F. 
a Hauck—I will A se the devil for this; I meant to list him first—the 
4 director of the Washington office of the American Legion; Mr. Edward 


McGrail, assistant director of program management of the national 
rehabilitation commission; Mr. Warren MacDonald, the research 
analyst in the national rehabilitation commission; and last but not 
least, Mr. Edward Golembieski, chief of claims of the national re- 
habilitation commission. 

The CuatrMANn. Thank you, Miles. 

Before you start, let me express my personal appreciation, Com- 
mander, for all the work that you, Mr. Corcoran, Mr. Kennedy, and 
the others have done in the last year trying to work out something 
in this pension field. A lot of the members of the committee are not 
aware of the hours and hours of work that have gone into trying to 
work out something that would be good for the veterans and good for 
the taxpayers. I would like to say that to you before you start. 
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STATEMENT OF PRESTON J. MOORE, NATIONAL COMMANDER, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION ; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM F. HAUCK, 
DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE; JOHN J. CORCORAN, DI- 
RECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION; JAMES V. 
DAY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS COMMISSION ; 
CLARENCE H. OLSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGIS- 
LATIVE COMMISSION; CHARLES W. STEVENS, ASSISTANT DI- 
RECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION; EDWARD 
McGRAIL, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, PROGRAM MANAGEMENT; 
WARREN MacDONALD, RESEARCH ANALYST, NATIONAL RE- 
HABILITATION COMMISSION; AND EDWARD GOLEMBIESKI, 
CHIEF OF CLAIMS, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION 


Mr. Moors. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Members of the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, in prefacing 
my remarks, I would like to express the appreciation of the American 
Legion to the members of this committee for their long and diligent 
efforts in behalf of the veterans. 

The American Legion appreciates the opportunity to appear before 
this committee to testify on the operation of the non-service-connected 
veterans pension program. 

For some time a number of persons have been studying the pension 
program in an effort to recommend improvements where indicated. 
Certainly this committee has shown a great interest in that objective, 
and I am happy that the American Legion has been able to cooperate 
in the study. I would like this morning to review briefly the nature 
of the pension program, and to discuss those areas in which change 
seems in order. 

The pension program is a needs program; it is not a retirement plan. 

Pension is made available by the Nation out of gratitude for serv- 
ice in time of war and is intended to be money which the beneficiary 
can accept without the slightest loss of self-respect. While it is a 
form of public welfare, it is not the same as a dole or charity. In 
fact, it is provided in an effort to keep war veterans from having to 
fall back on public or private charity. There is a distinction, because 
the pension flows from gratitude and not social necessity. 

It is interesting to note that when the disability pension program 
was initiated in 1930, the needs test was set at a level high enough 
to insure against anyone confusing the pension with charity or asso- 
ciating the receipt of pension with indigency. The Congress wanted 
to avoid anything which resembled the form or substance of a 
pauper’s oath. 

The concept of need for purposes of ordinary public assistance is 
such that the recipient is given support only up to the subsistence 
level. In addition, the measurement of need under the State-admin- 
istered programs is such that it sometimes tends to offend and humil- 
iate applicants. In some States the application of property liens 
and stringent net worth standards tends to further pauperize recipients 
of public assistance. 

Such a concept of need will not satisfy the purpose of the war 
veterans pension program. 
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While the Nation cannot provide full support through the pension 
system, it wants its veterans to be able to live at a level beyond the 
constant shadow of want—to be able to enjoy their remaining years 
in comfort and dignity and not merely exist on a “bare bones” 
standard. 

The American Legion has had experience with those in need. We 
have been helping such persons since our organization was founded. 
It is in fact our mission and our reason for being. We do not have 
the resources of scientific investigation possessed by the Government, 
but our position on this subject has been established by the barometer 
of public opinion, and our mandates reflect that public opinion. Asa 
result our requests have shown a sensitivity and a sympathy and a 
high degree of humanitarianism which we sometimes find lacking to a 
conspicuous degree in statistical data presented, 

‘e must bear in mind that when we are considering the disability 
pension program we are discussing men who are permanently and 
totally disabled and who are in financial need, As a matter of fact 
many of these have service-connected disabilities but elect to receive 
pension because it exceeds their compensation award. 

And now I[ would like to discuss some of the areas in the pension 
program that have received attention recently. It has been pointed 
out that the flat income limitation is imperfect because it imposes an 
“all or nothing at all’”’ concept, and because it fails to provide those 
in the greatest need with adequate pension. The American Legion 
sees merit in this observation and subscribes to a graduated scale, 
provided adequate payments are authorized. I feel that the follow- 
ing tables indicate rates which would provide adequate pension for 

, and will give substantial increases to those most in need—the 
great bulk of our pensioners, 
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$2,000 to $3, 
Add $70 for aid and attendance allowance. 
Widow: 


$1,200 to $1,800 
Widow with 1 child: 


SES Sas 


Add $12 for each additional child. 
dren alone: 


Add $12 for each additional child. 

The pension awards were last adjusted in 1954. There has been a 
12 percent. increase in the paaleoh rine index since that year (110.3 
to 123.8). The rates selected must at least compensate for that rise 
in the cost of living. 


| | 
Veteran: 
Single: 
Married: 
0 to $600 
. 
0 to $1,800: 
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It has been said that existing pension legislation is deficient in that 
it does not authorize the Veterans’ Administration to count all moneys 
the veteran may have available. I feel that it would be equitable to 
permit the VA to take cognizance of 50 percent of a spouse’s income, 

rovided the money is available to the veteran. We suggest, there- 
fore, that if spouse’s income is counted the Administrator be given 
authority to allow a claim for pension notwithstanding the spouse’s 
income if the Administrator determines that to count such income 
would work a hardship upon the veteran. I have in mind a situation 
where the spouse’s income is not available to the veteran because it is 
needed for other purposes, such as the wife’s medical expenses. There 
are a number of existing administrative regulations and legislative 
enactments which exempt certain income. here is much to be said 
for continuing these exemptions. I have particular reference to such 
items as—- 

1. Donations from public or private welfare organizations. 

2. Payments by VA for disability or death. 

3. Burial expenses (including amounts used for payment of just 
debts and last illness). 

4. Proceeds of fire insurance policies. 

5. Lump-sum benefits under OASI. 

6. Six months’ death gratuity. 

7. Recoupment of payments made to OASDI, endowment policies, 
annuities, et cetera. 

It has also been indicated that. the present law should be strength- 
ened by authorizing the Administrator to consider a veteran’s estate 
in determining eligibility to pension. We note that the Administrator 
has possessed this authority for a number of years in determining 
certain claims by dependent parents for death compensation. It 
seems reasonable to extend this test to the pension field, provided we 
can be assured that it would be applied in the same manner that it 
has been in the cases of dependent parents. We would mccain | 
requirement, for example, that would compel an applicant to dimini 
his homestead. 

There is a serious deficiency in pension legislation which we have 
ee for many years. I refer to the fact that widows of veterans 
of World War II and the Korean conflict must meet different and more 
severe eligibility standards than widows of veterans of World War I. 
Since 1946 the American Legion has sought legislation which would 
establish equalization of requirements. We renew our request at this 
time. 

There are, I am sure, other imperfections in pension legislation, 
other areas in which improvement can be made. I have stressed the 
most important. We anticipate that. time and experience will indi- 
cate the need for further adjustments in whatever amendatory legis- 
lation is proposed. 

May I close by again expressing my gratitude for this opportunity 
to appear and for the interest manifested by this committee in our 
mutual problem. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Commander. 

I would like to say to the members of the committee that Com- 
mander Moore sent me a letter yesterday giving me these. rates. 
It has been turned over to the Veterans’ Administration, asking for 
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a cost analysis and whatnot. So we will hear from the VA later as 


to these provisions. 

Any questions, Mr. Teague of California? 

Mr. Tracuer of California. No questions, Mr. Teague of Texas. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Smurrn. Are you going to ask the commander about 6432? 
Will the VA give us the cost on this? 

The CuarrMan. The VA will do that later. But I think that he 
has discussed the principles of 6432. In fact, I think he has covered 
6432 very well, except for the actual figures that are in 6432, and the 
VA has been asked to analyze those. 

Mr. Dulski? 

Mr. Duusk1. No questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. George? 

Mr. Grorcr. Commander Moore, I would like to compliment you 
on your statement. It was very brief and precise and to the point 
and certainly clear. 

One question I would like to ask: $70 for aid and attendance 
allowance—would that be whether it is paid, or not, to someone who 
needs it? In other words, if someone has a mother taking care of 
him, or a wife? 

Mr. Moorg. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grorce. It would be paid in any event? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Randall? 

Mr. Ranpaut. No questions, except to add to the compliments as 
to the manner in which the statement was presented. — 

Mr. Boykin. I just want to join with our colleagues here. It was 
a wonderful statement, and he has put a lot of thought into it, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I think with all of us working with your organization, we can get. 
what you want, and I think your men should have it. I am for it 
a thousand percent, and I think your statement is wonderful. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope you will put it in the Congressional Record. 

The Cuarrman. I mean to do just that, Mr. Boykin. I think some 

committee members came in after I made a little statement at the 
beginning of the hearing. But the national executive committee of 
the legion met out in Indianapolis for a week, on the whole principle 
of pensions. Mr. Driver of the VA was out there, and Mr. Meadows 
from out staff was out there, and met with them. From the reports 
I have heard, certainly they really worked this subject over from 
A to Z. I would like the members of the committee to know that. 

Mrs. Rogers, have you had a chance to look at the commander’s 
statement? 

Mrs. Rogers. No, sir; I have not. I am very happy to see the 
commander. I am very sorry to be late, but I had transportation 
difficulties. I do not want him to go over his statement again. 
But, in general, were you unfavorable to the bill? 

Mr. Moors. Do you have reference to 6432? 

Mrs. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Moore. We oppose certain parts of the bill. The scale, the 
sliding scale, we were opposed to. 

Mrs. Rocrrs. Three cheers. 
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Mr. Moore. A graduated scale which will adequately compensate 
those mostly in need we are in favor of. I believe the proposal that 
we make, Mrs. ser ae would increase about 72 percent of the veterans 
that are on the rolls at the present time. 

Mrs. mpenas. What would you do for the men that go on the rolls 
later on? 

Mr. Moors. Well, there would be some that under the. present 
law, if it were extended, would go on, that would not go on under the 
new law, because of income limitation and because of wife’s income 
and corpus of estate. 

Mrs. Rocrrs. Did you go into the wife’s income part of it? It 
does not seem to me that that has anything to do with the man’s com- 
pensation. 

Mr. Moore. We have suggested that 50 percent of the wife’s in- 
come be exempt. The other 50 percent would be applied. 

Mrs. Rocrers. That seems an awfully unfair thing todo. The man 
has a right to his money, and the wife has a right to hers. Some hus- 
bands and wives do not live together, unfortunately. 

The Cuarrman. I think the bill provides that if they do not live 
together, it is not counted. 

Mr. Moors. We have a clause, Mrs. Rogers, that if the money is 
not available to the husband, then in that event there is an exemption 
allowed that the Administrator may make. 

Mrs. Rogers. You would make the VA a Gestapo. 

The Cuatrrman. Certainly not. The VA never has been a Gesta 
and never will be. I think it is most unfair for you to indicate the 
VA would become a Gestapo. I would like to see something that 
could prove it. I think they have done an excellent job. 

Mrs. Rogemrs. I think they want to do an excellent job, but I think 
some of the things they are doing today are very much like the Gestapo 
in various ways. People do not have privacy any more. 

The Cuarrman. Again, Mr. Commander, may I thank you for all 
the work you have done. It is not an easy thing, and we are all mak- 
as, sincere effort to work things out. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
before we close, may I express to you our thanks and sincere apprecia- 
tion not only to you personally but to the members of the committee 
and your very able and capable staff. I just want to assure you 
ps ys publicly, Mr. Chairman, that any time you and the members 
of your staff want to call upon any members of our staff, we will be 
very happy to cooperate in any way and stand ready to help any of 
your associates or staff people, who are doing a grand job, in any way 
we possibly can, and I know the commander joins me in expressing 
those sentiments. 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Commander, are you going to be in Washington 
for a while? 

Mr. Moorg. I leave today for the State of Florida. That is why 
I am in this light suit. 

Mrs. Rogers. I saw your good chairman at Lowell. He made a 
be fine speech there. 

he CuarrMaNn. The committee has received additional statements 
from the Retired Officers Association and from Hon. Arch Moore, a 
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Member of Congress, which will be inserted at this point in the record 
if there is no objection. 
(The material referred to follows:) 


Retirep Orricers AssoctaTion, INc., 
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1959. 
Hon. Ourn E. 


Chairman, House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Cuarrman: H.R. 6432, introduced by you (by request) on April 15, 
1959, to modernize the ion program for certain veterans and their dependents, 
which bill is just now beginning to be considered by your committee, contains 
certain items as to pensions for widows that are of outstanding concern to the 
Retired Officers Association. 

This association has, for years, advocated improvements by way of liberaliza- 
tion in the limitations governing the payment of a pension to a widow or de- 
pendents. The reasoning behind this has been het we believe most soundly, 
upon the increasing hardships encountered by a widow or a serviceman’s de- 
pend Sorte, Coona about by the higher cost of living and the depreciated value 
of t ollar. 

We are sure that your committee is well aware of the situation and will give full 
a to such factors in arriving at decisions in connection with the 


It would appear that the sliding scale for a widow with no child, and for a widow - 


with one or more children, as presented in the bill H.R. 6482, actually results ‘n 
increasing the limitations on pensions rather than bringing such limitations in a 
more realistic manner into line with the economic conditions of today. 

At the biennial convention of the Retired Officers Association held in Washing- 
ton on November 28, 1958, a resolution on this matter was adopted expressing 
the views of the membership of the association on this most important subject. 
A copy of that resolution is enelosed herewith and made part of this communi- 
cation. 

It is requested that your committee include this statement and also the resolu- 
tion in your hearings on the subject, and that careful consideration be given to 
such changes of HR. 6432 as may be necessary to raise the existing limitations 
to more realistic figures, rather than to place further drastic limitations upon 
those who may become widows or dependents after the enactment of the proposed 
bill. The savings clause in the bill that may well be expected to be retained 
seemingly will avoid any loss to widows and others now receiving benefits. 

The Retired Officers Association is aware of a proposal already submitted to 
your committee by the national commander of the American Legion, in the 
form of certain tables indicating rates which would, it was claimed, provide 
adequate pension and give substantial increases to those most in need. While 
leaving to the wisdom of the Congress the actual dollar amounts to be designated 
for each group of possible recipients, the Retired Officers Association is of the 
view that the American Legion proposal represents a start toward a much needed 
improvement of H.R. 6432 as that bill is now presented to your committee. 
The suggested mammovemnnt is in the proper direction and has our strong support. 

The Retired Officers Association, in its efforts to provide that the annual 
income limitations covering the payment of a pension to a widow or other depend-. 
ents should be raised to a more realistic figure, is of the opinion that careful 
consideration should be given by your committee to the elimination of the different 
eligibility standards for widows of World War II and the Korean conflict, when 
compared with World War I, with a view toward equalizing requirements as to- 
widows’ pensions, regardless of the wars involved. 

If the Retired Officers Association can furnish further assistance in connection 
with this matter, that organization will hold itself at the disposal of your com- 
mittee-as youemay request. 

Sincerely, 


H. A. Houser, 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired), 
Legislative Representative. 
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Reso.tutTion No. 7—To TuHat tHe ANNUAL INcome LimiTaTIONsS 
GOVERNING THE PAYMENT OF PENSION TO A WIDOW oR DEPENDENTS SHALL 
Be Ratsep To More REAuistic Fiegure 


Whereas the Congress has found it necessary from time to time in the past 
to change upward the annual income limitation governing the payment of pension 
to a widow or dependents, as evidenced by the last of such changes some years ago, 
from $1,000 to $1,400, as to certain eligible persons in order that the higher costs 
of living and other conditions might seemingly be met more realistically; and 

Whereas the present annual income limitation of $1,400 for a widow with no 
minor children dependent upon her, or $2,700 for such widow with minor children 
dependent, is wholly unrealistic in view of the existing high costs of living and the 
now depreciated value of the dollar; and 

Whereas social security benefits and commercial insurance payments to a widow 
or dependents and also funds received from the sale or rental of a domiciliary 
home of a widow or dependents are included in the computation of the annual 
income limiting the receipt of pension. Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Retired Officers Association in convention assembled in the ~ 
of Washington, D.C., on November 28, 1958, That the association advocates an 
supports efforts for legislation to provide that the annual income limitations 
governing the payment of pension to widows and other dependents shall be raised 
to a more realistic figure in view of the depreciation in value of the dollar, and that 
social security benefits and commercial insurance payments of any nature to a 
widow or dependent, and likewige funds from the sale.or rental of a domiciliary 
hone, shall not be includéd in computations of the amount of income of such widow 
or dependent; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be distributed to Seperate agencies 
as developing situations may indicate, in accordance with the decisions of the 
directing and controlling units of the Retired Officers Association. 


CoNnGREss OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1959. 
Hon. E. Teacve, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Coutteacue: My measures before your committee relating to veterans’ 

nsions are introduced because of my conviction that the reduction of eligibility 
Coeanee of additional income works a real hardship in a great many cases. 

I am certain that these sound eases for relief under the Veterans’ Administration 
deserve the consideration which we afford others, and I am confident that the 
purpose of my legislation will help—in fact, eliminate—present roadblocks in the 
way of a square deal for these people. 

I sy that you would have my communication made a part of your committee’s 
record. 

With every kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


A. Moors, Jr., 
Congressman, Firsi District of West Virginia. 
The Cuarrman. The committee will be adjourned until Monday 
morning at 10 o’clock. 
Thank you. 
(Whereupon, at 10:22 a.m., the committee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a.m., Monday, June 8, 1959.) 


; 
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_ TUESDAY, JUNE 9, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 356, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Olin E. ‘Teague (chairman) presiding. 
The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 
The committee is meeting this morning to hear Paralyzed Veterans 
ps the Disabled American Veterans and the Blinded Veterans 
ociation. 


We will hear first from the Paralyzed Veterans of America. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY A. SCHWEIKERT, JR., PRESIDENT, PAR- 
ALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA, INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY 
RICHARD F. CARLSON, VICE PRESIDENT; LESLIE P. BRUGHOFF, 
JR., SECRETARY; AND DENNIS LAMB, JR., TREASURER 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Schweikert, we are glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Scuwerkert. Thank you, sir. 

The Paralyzed Veterans of America, Inc. would like to add their 
comments on the new bill, H.R. 6432. 

The Paralyzed Veterans of America is composed completely of 
veterans honorably discharged from the Armed Forces of the United 
States who suffered spinal cord injury or disease during their term of 
service or after their discharge therefrom. 

They are called paraplegics, a term comparatively unknown before 
World War II, but a welbosiablihiel term today. It is a term, or 
state, that for the general public fits all types of spinal cord injury 
and disease. Its trademark is the wheelchair and it is a vehicle 
covering those suffering slight internal injury to those who are com- 
pletely paralyzed, from cervical injuries, whose only communication 
with the world is through the senses of sight and sound, providing that 
these, too, have not been deprived them. 

In better than 90 percent of our membership, internal paralysis is 
experienced to an extent involving bowel, bladder and sexual function 
in addition to loss of motor power. 

There is no accurate count of the number of veterans in the United 
States who suffer this disability. The closest estimate that can be 
arrived at is 8,500, which would include the service connected and 
nonservice connected of wartime and peacetime service. 

Of this amount, the Paralyzed Veterans of America represent 2,000. 
Less than 1,000 belong to nonaffiliated paraplegic veteran groups. 
The rest belong to other veterans’ organizations, are not affiliated, or 
are confined to Veterans’ Administration or other public and private 
hospitals. 
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Statistics from our national office show that approximately 40 per- 
cent of this paid membership of P.V.A. is nonservice connected. It 
can, therefore, be easily understood why we wish to present our testi- 
mony on the program of pensions for the nonservice connected as 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Recognizing that a debt of gratitude is owed those who were called 
to serve with our Armed Forces, we believe that the veteran of World 
War II and Korea received every consideration from the United 
States in matters of education, hospitalization, and rehabilitation. 


- We must state, at this time, our emphatic belief that these same 


benefits should be extended to those veterans who served between 
July 26, 1947, and June 27, 1950, and to those veterans who served, 
or will serve, between February 1, 1955, and July 1, 1963. 

Stated simply, we believe that veterans who serve during peacetime 
deserve the same consideration extended to those with wartime serv- 
ice as long as they are compelled to serve under the Universal Military 
Training and Service Act. 

There is no question but that risk to life and limb is greater during 
@ wartime period, but it matters little to the injured or the dead the 
time of their hurt. The method may be a source of pride, but the 
fact that it happened is what concerns him most with hope being a 
close second that those for whom he suffered will help him overcome 
his disability to as great an extent as possible, or help his dependents 
overcome his loss to as great an extent as possible if he died. 

That one can complete his period of service without injury is not 
novel, but the fact that he served, and the fact that he bared himself 
to the same sources of danger, should entitle him to some special 
benefit by the country he served. 

The basis for payment of pension to the nonservice connected had 
its roots in the times prior to the Second World War. It was mere 
formality to extend similar benefits to the veterans of the new wars. 
Why the basis for computation should be different we will never know. 

It would seem more logical and fair to us to pay the service con- 
nected one rate and the nonservice connected another, both 
upon the extent of the disability. 

As it is, the ratings of disability governing the payment of com- 
pensation range over a broad area while the ratings for pension pay- 
ment are made on a much narrower scale. These payments of pen- 
sion to the nonservice connected have come in for some severe 
criticisms these past few years, with statements favoring a major 
cutback or complete discontinuance of these benefits. The sources 
of these attacks have been people who were grossly misinformed, 
purposely maligned the program, or who innocently pointed to the 
exception rather than the als. We are compelled to admit to some 
flagrant abuse of the pension program, but are we to penalize the 
many innocent for the inconsideration of the few guilty? 

We have stated, and we will confirm, our belief that the nonservice 
are entitled to, and deserve, the rights of pension payment if they are 
otherwise eligible. 

We believe the totally and permanently disabled non-service-con- 
nected veteran should receive a sum commensurate with the cost of 
living, or within the range of income of today’s nonskilled laborer. 

The current pension of $135.45 per month, paid to the totally 
disabled in n of aid and attendance, has been adequate in few 


4 
‘ 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 491 
cases but inadequate in most, especially in the case of those with one 
or more dependents. 

We believe the amounts mentioned in H.R. 6432 would be more in 
aga Sv the needs of these disabled today, with one exception. 
It is felt that the limited increase between the amount proposed for 
persons with no income and those who reach the maximum through 
earned income, may well dampen the ambition of many totally dis- 
abled who earnestly desire some form of limited employment. 

We feel it may be advisable to increase the net earning limitation 
in each category for the purpose of providing incentive for those 
disabled so inclined. 

Lest we start off wrongly, we wish to make clear that the amounts 
referred to in the above paragraph as being preferable are: (1) $160 
per month payable to those totall disabled veterans, with no de- 
pendents, who are in need of aid and attendance, and (2) the $170 per 
month payable to those same disabled with one or more dependents 
with-proportionate increases in the net earning limitation as proposed 
in that same paragraph. 

We are in complete disagreement with that part of the bill which 
would include many other items in determining annual income. We 
feel that there are certain health, accident, and retirement programs 
to which the veteran contributed out of income earned prior to his 
disablement, the benefits of which he should be entitled to reap with- 
out penalty. 

These items should not be included under this section. We believe, 
further, that the benefits which would accrue to the veteran from 
social security should have no bearing on benefits he is entitled to 
under the laws of the Veterans’ Administration or vice versa. They 
should definitely not be used to offset each other. 

Most people are ss to consider the payment of pension as gravy 
for the veteran. Few consider the extraordinary costs necessary for 
one confined to a wheelchair. 

In most cases, housing for. the wheelchair bound must be renovated 
prior to his discharge from the hospital in order to accommodate the 
wheelchair. Public transportation being barred him, both physically 
and legally, the veteran, in order to get about, must purchase and 
maintain his own vehicle. 

After his discharge from a VA hospital, the non-service-connected 
veteran is pBrvcese re to purchase and maintain such prosthetic devices 
he needs such as hospital beds, wheelchairs, braces, urinals, catheters, 
et cetera. 

He is required to purchase the abundant medical supplies so neces- 
sary for the maintenance of health such as sterilizing equipment, 
ABD pads, gauze, bandage, adhesive tape, antibiotics, et cetera. 

The veteran who has succeeded in getting an apartment suitable 
to his needs, and this is no easy feat, cannot afford to let it go if he is 
ri, yee to return to the hospital for extended treatment. In order 
to be assured a place to go to upon discharge, he will be obliged to 
continue payments of rental and service charges. 

The CuarrMaNn. In that paragraph, what is the difference in that 
between service connected and nonservice connected? What items 
are the service connected required to pay for? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. The service connected are not compelled or re- 
quired to pay for any equipment dealing with his injury. They are 
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issued: wheelchairs, two wheelchairs to use, the extra one to be used. 
while the other one is being repaired. 

They are issued hospital beds and such equipment as they need’ in 
the way of catheters or urinals or any other equipment. They get 
their medical equipment and their antibiotics, bandages, and so forth, 
through the VA 

This material is snaliod: to them to their homes on a requirement 
asis. 

The CuarrMan. Now in the non-service-connected category, do you 
know of any cases of your non-service-connected paraplegics having 
difficulties during admittance to a veterans hospital? 

Mr. Scuwerxert. Yes, sir; quite a few. The admittance is based 
“8 the availability of bed space; therefore, many of them are not 

owed or cannot return to the hospital unless their condition is an 
emergency condition. 

The Cuarrman. Well, are they required to go to a specific hospital 
or can they go into any hospital? ; 

Mr. Scuwerxert. They are required to go to the one in their 
locality. 

The Cuarrman. To the VA hospital, the paraplegic hospital? 

Mr, Scuweikert. Yes, sir, This is one of our objectives. The 
paraplegic requires some very special treatment. We have found 
that if they come from one locality they are referred to the hospital 
in the locality whether or not it is equipped to handle paraplegics. 

The Cuarrman. I see. 

Mr. Scuwerkert. We mentioned briefly in the foregoing paragraph 
the excessive costs of transportation required of the wheelchair- 
bound. Of course, just about every family in the United States. 
finds it possible to maintain a car for the pleasure of the family. For 
these, the automatic transmission for the car is a matter of facility 
and luxury. For the paraplegic it is a requirement and costs him an 
additional $150 to $200. 

Hand controls must be installed at a cost of $65 to $150, depending 
upon the physical condition of the individual. 

The excessive use of the vehicle must also be considered. The 
paraplegic must use his car for short trips the nonhandicapped navi- 
gates on foot—the barber, the grocer, the bank. This ages a car 
serene, and requires quicker turnover than would ordinarily be: 
needed. 

There are also insurance costs, which are increased because of the: 
disability—road insurance which assures the veteran some help should. 
his car break down. Excessive maintenance cost for the many little 
jobs that most men fix themselves, but which the paraplegic, in spite 
of any mechanical knowledge, cannot even attempt. 

During hospitalization periods the inevitable payments on the car 
must be met and maintenance continued even if the car is not used 
or used but little. 

For these reasons we must register objection to any reduction in 
the amount of pension the veteran receives for a period of not less 
than 6 months after hospitalization. Two months, as suggested by 
the new bill, is hardly time to treat urological disorders to cure an 
acute decubitus ulcer, the persistent curses of paraplegic living. 
We also feel that the pension of these nonservice connected should not 
and cannot fairly, be reduced more than 50 percent if a period of 
hospitalization is required beyond this 6 months’ period. 
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It is the feeling of our group that H.R. 6432 imposes some very 
prohibitive rules for determining the basic eligibility for the payment 
of pension to the non-service-connected veteran. Current laws 
‘governing such payments are severe enough of themselves. 

Speaking from experience, and from intimate acquaintance with 
many veterans, we feel that the Veterans’ Administration has acted 
with undue severity denying or limiting payment of pension to many 
of the totally disabled who have suffered their injuries more recently. 

The Cuarrman. In that area, do you have any specific examples of 
people you feel were denied their pensions? 

Mr. Scuweiker?. I have several, sir. Unfortunately, I meant to 
bring them with me, but did not., They are in the special file in my 
office. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee would like to have them. 

Mr. Scuweikert. | will be happy to furnish them. 

(The information referred to was not furnished prior to printing 
of the transcript of testimony.) 

The CHAIRMAN. Going back to the first sentence of that para- 
graph, it says: 

It is the feeling of our group that H.R, 6432 imposes some very prohibitive rules 
for determining the basic eligibility for the payment of pension to the non-service- 
‘connected veteran, 

What specifically do you refer to? 

Mr. Scuwetkert. We refer to the section that deals with eligibility 
in the filling out of forms and so forth, the requirement of the veteran 
to prove beyond doubt what his net worth is, what income he has, 
what property he owns, and so forth. We feel simply that the forms 
bp are currently in use are hard or difficult to comply witb in a lot 
of cases. 

We feel that H.R. 6432 just increases this difficulty. It is our 
feeling that much of the paperwork may be required, but we feel that 
by the time this paperwork is sent down to the regional offices the 
people who interpret it for the benefit of the non-service-connected 
fe proc are really not fully equipped to interpret the filing in a lot 
of cases. 

You must admit in some cases they are all right, but we feel that 
requirements that must be met are becoming more and more difficult. 

he CuarrMaNn. In view of that,.if you have those specific cases 
in that field, we would like to have them, too. 

Mr. ScHWEIKERT. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to was not furnished for printing with 
the transcript testimony.) 

The CuarrMan. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Scuweikert. Speaking from experience, and from intimate 
acquaintance with many veterans, we feel that the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration has acted with undue severity denying or limiting payment 
of perision to many of the totally disabled who have suffered their 
injuries more recently. 

To be more specific, we point to the evil catchall category called 
willful misconduct cases where the veteran is denied any pension 
rights whatever. The definition is remarkably evasive, but its power 
is alarmingly expansive. We do not nave access to. the veterans 
regulation governing the denial of pension on these cases, nor have we 
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been able to pin them down to any definitive reasoning for these 
denials to this date. 

We can perceive that many of the provisions contained in the bill 
H.R. 6432 follow the line of recommendation made by the President’s 
Commission on Veterans’ Pension. We fear that the bill might well 
be one further step in a program apparently designed to eventually 
eliminate all benefits for the non-service-connected veteran and his 
dependents. 

We do recognize, however, that certain inequities exist under current 
law and feel that some provisions contained in H.R. 6432 will help to 
correct these. But there are others which are completely out of line. 
Because of these parts we must therefore register our objection to the 
bill as 

Thank you. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Ranpauu. In the next to last paragraph, you make this 
statement: 


The definition is remarkably evasive, but its power is alarmingly expansive. 
You further say: 


We do not have access to the Veterans Regulation governing the denial of 
pension on these cases, nor have we been able to pin them down to any definitive 
reasoning for these denials to this date. 

Mr. Scuweixert. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranpauu. And they refuse to give you that? 

Mr. ScHweikertT. They give me a definition only, not a regulation. 

The Cuarmman. When you get out on misconduct, it is something 
you get a hearing on. 

Mr. Ranpa.u. I understand that, but I think they should tell him, 
“‘We have a regulation or do not have it,’’ and what they say here is, 
“We are not going to give it. to you.” 

Mr. Scoweikert. We have inquired of the central office and only 
got their definition, not the regulation. 

Mr. Grorce. You mean the practice is to give you an opinion, not 
a regulation? 

Mr. ScHwWEIKERT. Yes. 

The Cuarrnman. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. I would like to ask the witness if he feels that all the 
disabled veterans, regardless of the amount of service, are entitled,to 
a pension of some kind? I am talking about non-service-connected 
veterans now. 

Mr. Scuwe1kert. We believe that any veteran who is compelled 
to serve a period in the Armed Forces is entitled to some consideration 
as to VA benefits specifically. 

Mr. Hatgy. Then you also say you do not want to put this on the 
basis of a need, but here you say: 
limiting payment of pension to many of the totally disabled who have suffered 
their injuries more recently. 

Now this is not the result of any service-connected disability that 
you are talking about there? 

Mr. No, sir. 

Mr. Hauzy. Then, in that case, why should they not pension them 

on the basis of a need? 
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Mr. ScuwerkeErt. I have not said the pension should not be based 
or should not be placed on the basis of need. 

Mr. Hatey. Then you think the present limitation is not enough, 
is that right? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. No, sir. The statement about willful miscon- 
duct is this: The non-service-connected veteran has been entitled to 
pension benefits on the basis of need only. The interpretation of the 
ruling or the bases of eligibility for the award were more liberal many 
years ago. 

We say we feel that the bases of eligibility are being interpreted 
quite strictly today. We find, and this has been going on for just 
about 2 years, we find that it is difficult to find out, because quite a 
few of our members do not come to us when they feel, when they feel, 
that the VA has denied them; and the VA is God, that once it denies 
them, the VA must be right. 

The VA to them is a simple contact officer that may have come in 
7 may have felt bad and did not want to work that day and said 

The veteran home, does not do anything about it for years 
until we can pick up on it in some way and realize that it is wrong. 

The basis of issuing the award or pension or the rulings on eligi- 
bility is left in the hands of the contact officer and the regional offices. 
We say in many cases that the decision, their decision to deny pension 
benefits was wrong. 

However, we can go further and say that the central office or the 
appeals board in most cases, in the great majority of cases, have 
backed up the decision of the regional office. e feel that many of 
the willful misconduct cases who do not receive pensions today were 
ruled against unfairly. 

Mr, Hater. You mean to tell me then a veteran should receive a 
pension from the Federal Government brought about by his own 
willful misconduct? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. No, sir. I am saying that the term “willful mis- 
conduct” is misinterpreted in a lot of cases. It it is true, willful 
misconduct, I do not believe he should receive a pension. 

Mr. Hauey. You say you have cases you will cite to the committee. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to see those made a part of the reeord for 
the information of the committee. 

Now let me ask you this question: Do you feel that the length of 
service, and I am still talking about the non-service-connected 
veterans, and I might add I am all for taking care of any veteran who 
suffered a vrippling disability in the line of duty, but do you think that 
the length of a veteran’s service should have anything to do with the 
amount of compensation he might. receive? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. I believe that today’s law is limited to either; 
I think it is for non-service-connected pension that it is limited to 90 
days. I do not believe that amount should be reduced. 

r. Hatey. You do not believe then that a veteran who served 
a in the service should have any more consideration that a man 

o served 91 days? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. In the matter of non-service-connected pensions? 
Mr. Hauey. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwerkert. No, sir. 
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In some situations, sir, if I might add, some of the service-connected 
veterans are receiving full benefits and hardly went beyond the 6 
weeks’ period of training before they were hit on D plus one or some- 
thin like that. 

Mr. Hauey. Of course, you realize that the 90-day limitation is 
probably the most liberal time limitation that we have ever had insofar 
as veterans are concerned in prior wars. I do not believe we have 
ever had any mention before for veterans, I mean in the overall 
non-service-connected situation, where a veteran served less than 6 
months before receiving any benefits; is that correct? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hatgy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all. 

The CuatrMaNn. Are there any questions that you have, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smirn. I have one question in line with Mr. Haley’s first 
question. You mentioned the veteran was compelled to serve. To 
whom are you referring? Are you referring to the draftee? 

Mr. ScHwetkert. Yes, sir, the people who served under the Uni- 
versal Military Training Act. 

Mr. Smrrxu. Do you make a difference between that individual and 
the young man who goes in and enlists? 

Mr. Scuweikert. At this time; no. I would say as long as there 
is compulsory military training, the people who enter or serve during 
this period of time should be entitled to have benefits, should be en- 
titled to have VA benefits. In other words, I am saying that the 
benefits for the veteran should continue as long as there is compulsory 
military training. 

If the compulsory military training stops in 1963, then that is when 
the benefits could justly stop. 

Mr. Sirs. Well there have been a lot of pretty big statements on 
many cases and I would like to be certain he understands that we asked 
for those cases for the record because I would like to see those cases. 

The CHairman. You do understand that? 

Mr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Schweikert, you are speaking here specifically 
of non-service-connected cases” 

Mr. Scuwerkert. Yes, sir; that is my only purpose. 

The CHarrmMan. What about your service-connected cases; for 
example, in service connected we build homes; at least we contribute 
$10,000 toward the homes. We have contributed $1,600 toward a car. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. The normal payment would run around between 
$400 and $500 a month. 

Mr. ScuweikertT. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. What do you find in that group of your paralyzed 
veterans as to their condition? How are they getting along? 

Mr. Scuwerkert. We have found that the service connected vet- 
eran is treated quite satisfactorily; from their own mouths they are 
receiving top care and benefits from the Veterans’ Administration. 

The only two fields that seem to be becoming a little bit restrictive, 
of course, is the field first where the Veterans’ Administration regional 
offices or the Veterans’ Administration hospitals have to conserve on 
a limited budget. This is in the field of hospitalization and the first 
thing they hit, of course, is the diet. ; 
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Outside of being discharged, the first thing they hit is on the re- 
placement or the repairs of prosthetic devices and the issuance of 
necessary medical equipment. 

They are also trying to cut down on the amount of repairs, trying 
to cut down on the amount of service, trying to cut down on the 
amount of equipment issued. 

The CHarrman. Of your 2,000 members, are most of those in 
hospitals? 

Mr. Scuwerxert. No, sir. I was just trying to think. 

The CHarrMan, Well, this is immaterial. I was just wondering, 
Mr. Schweikert. 

ay right, sir, if there are no further questions, we thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Scuwerkert. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF JUDGE DAVID B. WILLIAMS, NATIONAL COM- 
MANDER, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS; ACCOMPANIED 
BY JOSEPH R. HAROLD, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT; ELMER M, 
FREUDENBERGER, ACTING NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF LEGIS- 
LATION; CAPT. CICERO F. HOGAN, NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF 
CLAIMS; JOHN W. BURRIS, NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF EMPLOY- 
MENT RELATIONS; AND CHESTER A. CASH, ASSISTANT DIREC- 
TOR OF CLAIMS 


The Cuarrman. All right, we will next hear from Judge David 
Williams, national commander of the Disabled American Veterans. 
Judge Williams. 

Judge Witu1ams. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs: 

My name is David B. Williams, and I am national commander of 
the Disabled American Veterans, an organization of over 200,000 war- 
time disabled veterans of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

The Disabled American Veterans has been in existence for nearly 
40 years and, for more than 25 years of that time, we have been 
operating under a Federal charter granted by the Congress of the 

nited States. 

With me today are Joseph R. Harold, my executive. assistant; 
E'mer M. Freudenberger, acting national director of en Capt. 
Cicero F. Hogan, national director of claims; John W. Burris, national 
director of employment relations; and Chester A. Cash, assistant 
director of claims. 

All of the officers and members of our organization appreciate the 
opportunity afforded me to appear before your committee and to 
discuss the subject of pensions although our primary concern is in 
the welfare of the war disabled, their widows and orphans. 

We know that much is now being said about the revision of the laws 

ertaining to non-service-connected pensions, and, despite our special- 
ized field of endeavor, the Disabled American Veterans must neces- 
sarily be especially vigilant with respect to developments in that legis- 
lative area. 

We must measure any proposal on this subject by the basic criteria 
which should govern our attitude on all veterans’ legislation, in other 
words “what effect will the pension proposals have, either directly 

4147459 —14 


498 OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


or indirectly, upon the service-connected disabled veterans and those 
claiming under them?” 

lt is that we carefully examine the philosophical basis 
of any pension legislation, to preserve the identity of the veterans’ 
programs and prevent any consolidation with a general welfare 

am. 

hile not losing sight of our original aims and objectives we are 
not insensitive to the needs of our wartime comrades who can qualify 
for disability pensions but who have not established service connec- 
tion or whose compensation payments for service-connected disease 
or injury are wholly inadequate to maintain that disabled individual 
who has been rendered unemployable by reason of all his disabilities, 
both those due to service and those not in that category. 

Such a one should, indeed, be awarded the greater amount of pension 
but why should he have to waive all right to compensation? Why 
should not compensation be considered along with pension under a 
fair and suitable formula in determining the total amount of monetary 
benefits payable? I desire to revert to this subject later on in my 
statement. 

At this point, with your indulgence, I will reiterate the Disabled 
American Veterans’ legislative policy as brought to your attention 
during my previous appearance before your committee on March 19, 
1959. 


Pouicy or THE DisaBLED AMERICAN VETERANS. 


Because the Disabled American Veterans was founded on the principle that 
this Nation’s first obligation is to its war disabled veterans, and their dependents, 
the DAV believes that our Government should provide: 

(1) proper medical care and treatment of veterans for disabilities incurred 
in or aggravated by active service in the Armed Forces of the United States; 

(2) adequate disability compensation for service-connected disabilities; _ 

(3) vocational rehabilitation and education to restore employability of 
wartime disabled veterans in gainful, useful employment; and 

(4) adequate death benefits for the widows, minor children, and depend- 
ent parents of veterans who die as the result of service-connected disabilities 
and of veterans who were handicapped by service-incurred disabilities. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatsny. Mr. Commander, you have enumerated the four prime 
ene or policies of the Disabled American Veterans. 

Wiias. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hater. Do you think that those objectives are being met 
today? 

ay 

Judge Wi1aMs. That is a very broad question. 

Mr. Hatey. I realize that. ; 

Judge Wiuui1ams. Congressman, I feel that time would not permit 
me to answer that. If you want a general answer and a qualified 
answer, by and large, yes. L 

Mr. Hatey. If the present policy or the present laws do not meet 
these objectives, which I think are prime objectives and things that 
should be done, I would like to know wherein it fails? 

The CuatrmMan. What about the 100-percent disabled who have no 

Judge WiuuiaMs. I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your reminding me 
of a number of our specific problems. We feel that the compensation 
provisions for the seriously disabled are inadequate, particularly by 
way of compensation. If they have no statutory award, they receive 
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what appears to be to me an inadequate amount of compensation for 
om ed existence, 

There have been some instances where their preference in hospital- 
ization has been nullified by circumstances. I do not want to accuse 
anybody of anything at this time, and I would have to document 
myself before doing so. There are other circumstances that just do 
not come to my mind. I would have to be given an opportunity to 
enumerate them where we feel that additional priorities should be 
accorded to service-connected disabled veterans and those claiming 
under those veterans. 

Now I think that this committee has considered a number of phases 
of it in reporting out several bills within a matter of a couple of weeks 
and I think we have a number of other measures before your com- 
mittee for consideration which will be considered by you in the 
reasonably near future. 

This reiteration of the statement, sir, is merely because we feel this 
is background that has to be presented in connection with any position 
we take on any matter and if you would care to observe, in the follow- 
ing paragraph you will note that that is why it is being inserted at 

point. 

Thank you. 


It therefore follows that the DAV believes that the Congress of the United 
States— 


(1) should extend priority of consideration to proposed legislation which 
aims to provide benefits for veterans with service-incurred disabilities, and 
for their dependents, and 


(2) that the DAV will consider giving its swpport to proposed legislation 
for the benefit of other veterans, and their dependents, only if convinced 


that its enactment will in no way i ardize existing, or proposed benefits 
for veterans with service-incurred disabilities, and for their dependents. _ 

Mrs. Roerrs. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, Hauey. Yes, 

Mrs. Rocers. Do you not feel that there are very many veterans, 
particularly the mental cases, who would be considered as service 
connected but who cannot because they are not able to make any 
claims for themselves or get the evidence and many of them slowly 
going into hospitals because their families do not want them? 

Judge WituiaMs. The greatest likelihood certainly is in the mental 
field, Congresswoman, and we have examples in many instances of 
veterans having that experience and primarily amongst the World 
War I veterans. 

Mrs. Rocsrs. And in the latter world war, too. hy 

Judge I think of the lack of facilities 
at the time, but this would be more likely in the field of mental health. 
. Mrs, Rogmrs. It is difficult. now for these people to get evidence 
because the people are dying and cannot testify. | 

Judge Wiiu1aMs. Yes. 

_ Mrs. Rogers. They cannot get the evidence to establish service 
connection. Many of them did not want to ask for any compensation 
and then found they had to and could not get. the evidence. ) 

Judge Witu1ams. That is always a procedural problem, that is, as 
years go by, it becomes more acute. 

The Cizarnman. Al) right, Judge Williams. 

Judge Thank you. 
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In connection with item (2), last paragraph, of the above quoted 
olicy statement, we have viewed with much concern some of the 
ills that have been introduced in this 86th Congress. There can be 

little or no doubt that certain of these proposals, if enacted, would 
react most unfavorably, if not disastrously, upon the legislative 
programs for the war disabled and their survivors. 

he exceedingly great number of veteran potentials under any 
pension system, the vast and increasing costs of the program, and its 
accumulative effect upon the national economy in the years to come, 
admittedly give good cause to pause and reflect. 

The Disabled American Veterans most certainly does not relish 
the thought of the compensation program being relegated to the rear 
or perhaps smothered or practically snuffed out by costly develop- 
ments in the »ension field far beyond the needs of the situation. 

In our opinion, there is merit to a prone that those who are in 
desperate circumstances or in dire need should receive the full amount 
of pension payable, but we most certainly do not subscribe to the 
theory that such pension payments should be based upon abject 
poverty or computed on a public assistance or social service criterion. 

If there is to be a graduated scale based upon income, then there 
should be not more than three steps with reasonable amounts as to 
income specified, and the rates of pension payable in each step should 
not be so low as to remove the last shred of dignity and self-respect 
left to the permanently and totally disabled veteran. We believe 
that a reasonable maximum income figure to qualify for full pension 
benefits constitutes a sound approach if the present pension system 
is to be superseded. : 

Relative to annual income for pension purposes we most emphati- 
cally do not agree with the concept that only public assistance pay- 
ments should be excluded. That, of course, should not be included 
as income but in addition there are other items which should be 
excluded. 

The status of those items now excluded under existing law should 
be retained. In fact, the Disabled American Veterans has a mandate 
calling for the exclusion of insurance payments of $10,000 or under, 
received from private insurance companies. Government veterans’ 
irisurance is now excluded. 

If a wife’s income is to be considered “income” along with the vet- 
eran’s, then provision should be made for those cases wherein the 
income of the wife is not made available for some good reason for 
support of the veteran. Any pension bill with a “‘wife’s income” 

rovision should contain an additional clause to insure that there will 

e machinery set up to resolve such cases equitably and not work 
undue hardship upon the veteran because his wife has some income of 
her own, ever keeping in mind the importance of preserving the morale 
and dignity of the veteran. 

A widow should be given preferential treatment as to income for the 
12-month period following the death of her husband, so that she can 
meet the obligations incident thereto without being barred from pen- 
sion benefits because her income exceeds the maximum. 

The terms “net worth” and “corpus of estate test,’’ if applied 
should be clarified to the maximum degree to insure that they will 
be understood and applied literally. Such provisions in the law will 
undoubtedly be a considerable source of irritation and controversy, at 
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best, and great care must be exercised to avoid reasonable cause for 
criticism in their administration. 

Still on the subject of ‘income’ the Disabled American Veterans 
believes that death benefits received by parents for the loss of a son, 
or daughter, in service should not be considered as income. The fact 
that a widow’s income is over the amount specified by law should 
not prevent payments to the child or children of the deceased veteran. 

The Disabled American Veterans is opposed to any provision having 
as its purpose the reduction, after 2 months, of pension to $30 monthly, 
because the veteran is being furnished hospital or domiciliary care 
by the United States, or by a State home receiving Veterans’ Admin- 
istration payments for him. 

This organization is very much in favor of placing the widows of 
World War II and the Korean conflict on a parity with those of World 
War I in the matter of eligibility for pension. In the interest of 
equity and uniformity the World War Il and Korean widows should 
be placed under the rule now applicable to World War I widows who 
do not have to show service connection and “ascertainable residuals” 
at the time of the veteran’s death in order to qualify. 

If there are to be any far-reaching changes in the present pension 
system, the dictates of equity and justice require the inclusion of a 
“grandfather clause” to protect those now on the rolls. 

Reverting to my statement in paragraph 2 about the desirability 
of awarding compensation along with pension, with due allowance 
made as to the total amount, I wish to state that we strongly feel 
that the present waiver requirement is inequitable. 

As an example of what we mean in this connection I invite your 
attention to the following table: 


Then amount payable 
would be— 
If service-connected rating is— Total 
Compensa- Pension 
tion 

10 percent.....- $19 $70. 87 $89. 87 
55 55. 12 110. 12 
100 39. 37 139. 37 
120 31. 50 151. 50 
70 140 23. 62 163. 62 
160 15.75 175. 75 
179 87 185. 78 


Under the above principle as employed in this table it will be noted 
that the final amount is computed by subtracting the service-con- 
nected percentage from 100 percent and adding the remainder per- 
centage of pension to the final amount. The pension rates under 
the provisions of existing law were used in preparing the above table 
but if these are changed by new legislation the formula could be easily 
modified accordingly. A formula of this character would enable the 
Veterans’ Administration to break down their compensation and pen- 
sion statistics more realistically and permit a better budget representa- 
tion to the Senate and House Appropriations Committees. 

In concluding this statement I will again emphasize the concern of 
the Disabled American Veterans with all phases of the compensation 
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program and express the hope that the Congress in considering pen- 
sion legislation will keep uppermost in mind at all times the importance 
of according priority to those programs directly affecting the wartime 
service disabled inasmuch as the primary duty of the Government is 
to the service-connected veterans, their survivors and dependents. 

Thank you very much for your courtesy. 

The CHarrMAN. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Teacue of California. I have just this statement. I could 
not agree more than with the statement contained in the last para- 
graph of your presentation. 

Judge Wiiuiams. Thank you very much. 

The CHarrMaAn. Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirnu. I just have one question and I do not know that it is 
particularly important. You mention in here the morale and dignity 
of the veteran. What do you have in mind on that when you mention 
it? That is on the bottom of page 4. 

Judge WiiuraMs. That, sir, refers to the fact that I believe there 
may be some male self-respect left in the country, and there are 
probably some veterans who might not care to live on their wives’ 
earnings even though it might be economically possible. That is a 
rather sensitive question. 

Mr. Smits. You make a distinction there between a veteran and 
nonveteran insofar as morale and dignity of the individual is 
concerned? 

Judge WruuiAMs. Essentially, insofar as human dignity is con- 
cerned, no. I think that would be a fair statement. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Williams, I would like to commend you for this 
forthright statement. One of the problems that has confronted the 
chairman and members of this committee grows out of some of these 
laws which you have referred to and you know it is always easy to 
criticize and complain about bills that have been introduced, but the 
only way that this committee can resolve questions before us is by the 
best thinking of the groups that represent the veterans. 

Your coming forward here by this statement giving us your position 
I think is most helpful. 

Now I would like to ask you, in that respect, at the bottom of 
page 3 and the top of page 4 you state that you do not subscribe to the 
theory that pension payments should be based upon abject poverty 
or computed on a public assistance or social service criterion. 

I think that is basically correct; however, it is necessary to have 
some criteria on which to base these payments. Now what would 
you recommend to this committee to consider in determining the 
criterion for the Veterans’ Administration to follow in the payment of 
these pensions? 

Judge Witu1aMs. Congressman, first, I want to thank you for your 
remarks earlier. 

On this matter, as we are not specialists in the field of pensions of 
non-service-connected veterans, frankly, it would be difficult for me, 
and I do not know that I have the right to take it upon myself, to set 
up a formula, specific formula, and I think the composite judgment of 
this, of many groups, would be desirable. 

What we have said here is about as far, I think, as I have a right 
to go in this circumstance. You realize this is a service-connected 
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organization and our presence here is because of our interest in the 
welfare of the veterans generally, but that our experience in this field 
is somewhat less than it is in the other field. 

Mr. Saytor. Now I was also interested in the comment you made 
further down on page 4: 

Provision should be made for those cases wherein the income of the wife is 
not made available for some good reason for support of the veteran. 

What would be a good reason? 

Judge Wiiurams. Well, I discussed that with my staff and I am 
very happy and able to answer this one. A good reason might be, 
for example, a wife would have an income which she would have to 
use for her own support if she herself were a disabled person, or even 
if she were a hospitalized person, or if there were an estrangement of 
a justifiable character other than legally established. 

There would be a number of morally and legally pdequate reasons 
why that income might not be availalle: and, of course, in some of 
our States the wife is under no legal obligation to do anything for her 
husband. That would depend on the State laws. 

Of course, there are some States that the law is such that the wife 
owns the husband, and I suppose that does not even require a law in 
some instances; but that would depend on the circumstances and 
that is why we felt that machinery of some sort to determine these 
matters on the merits should be established and we will let the things 
be decided along those lines. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Williams, I might comment that not long ago I 
attended a wedding wherein the ceremony had those words in it and 
where the respective husband was saying to his respective wife, 
following the minister, “With all my worldly goods I do thee endow,” 
and the man sitting beside me said, “I do not know why they have 
that in the service; the law already does that.” 

Now there is another field following this question that Mr. Haley 
asked which I would like to have your comment on and that is the 
service-connected pension that is paid or compensation that is paid to 
the men who have 50 percent or more disability, that as to these men 
it has been my observation they cannot readily find employment, that 
there seems to be a real barrier in the employment field in connection 
with someone who has a service-connected disability of 50 percent or 
more and they are the human beings whom I think you are referring 
to when you talk about the dignity of the veteran, the dignity of the 
citizen, the man who has gone out and has either aggravated a previous 
existing condition or has incurred a service-connected disability by 
reason of his service and the payments that are made in that case are 
the ones that I feel are in greatest danger in any program that we have. 

I would like to know whether or not your organization has any 
program which you are trying to bring before the Congress to request 
this consideration? 

Judge Wituiams. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
we have a number of bills, and I think you have already acted on some 
of them, and we shall be more than Seer to appear, at your con- 
venience, on the remainder of them, and I know that some of the 
members of this committee have submitted bills most kindly for us 
and even some of them have submitted bills that we think are mighty 
good that we did not sponsor and we are more than anxious to get to 
those matters, more than anxious. 
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Mr. Saytor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That is all. 

Again, I would like to commend you for your forthright statement. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Commander, I want to commend you and your 
organization for your fine statement. I think it is a very fine state- 
ment and I think that you are hewing pretty much to the line in your 
actions to what your organization was chartered for. For that I want 
to commend you. 

I also want to commend you for your statement on page 3 where 
you make this statement: 

The exceedingly great number of veteran-potentials under any pension system 
the vast and increasing costs of the program, and its accumulative effect upon the 
— economy in the years to come, admittedly give good cause to pause and 
renect. 

I think that that is a fine statement, and probably some of the other 
veterans’ organizations should take into consideration the tremendous 
number of veterans that we have and the tremendous amount of 
money that would be required to provide all of the benefits that some 
of these veterans’ organizations seem to think they are entitled to. 

Now the veterans of our Nation have preserved our country on the 
battlefield, but we have a battle going on right here in the city of 
Washington, D.C., which I think is just as important a battle as we 
have ever fought. It is a war, and if we destroy this Nation eco- 
nomically, then we have fought all the battles of all the history of our 
country 1n vain. 

Now I am a veteran of World War I and had considerable service 
in that war. I think that I came out of it with my health intact, 
which I am thankful for, but I have never felt that just because I 
served my country in time of its need that by reason o. that service 
the American taxpayer should be bankrupt to pay me a pension if 
I do not need it. 

As I say, I want to commend your organization and you for what 
I consider a frank and aboveboard statement here as to what you 
believe in. 

Now I wanted to direct your attention to just one other thing. I 
do this merely to satisfy myself in my own mind just for information. 

On page 5 you sty: 

The Disabled American Veterans is opposed to any provision having as its 
purpose the reduction, after 2 months, of pension to $30 monthly, because the 
veteran is being furnished hospital or domiciliary care by the United States, or by 
a State home receiving Veterans’ Administration payments for him. 

Now let me see if I understand the positicn of your organization. 
Here is a veteran, and this matter has given this committee some 
concern, here is a veteran in a domiciliary situation continuing to 
build up, over a long period of time, a good-sized estate, you might 
say, and he may also have relatives who are well able to contribute to 
his well-being but they do not; yet at the veteran’s death, you might 
say, and this might happen over a long period of time, and it has 
happened time end time again, a large-sized estate has been built up. 

Yow do you think that that should go to the next of kin or should 
it come back to the Treasury of the United States? 

Judge Wiuuiams. Mr. Chairman, to answer the gentleman from 
Florida, I think you may have two thoughts contained in your com- 
ment. Now I do not want to take issue with you rhetorically, but the 
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matter pertaining to the accumulation of an estate and so forth and the 
manner in which it should be distributed upon the demise of the vet- 
eran is a separate matter, and we are more than happy to give support 
to a legislation that would prevent ary circumstance as you describe. 

This is a little different matter we have here. This is a circum- 
stance where the veteran has already qualified for pension under law, 
under the existing law, or whatever law there may be. Then he goes 
into the hospital or to the domiciliary home and there is not an 
instance, or rather in many instances there would be, let us say, no 
provision for his family who are not always able to go into that 
domiciliary home. 

In some States it is provided and I was trying to recall some of them, 
because they have gone along very nicely with us on it. I think 
South Dakota is one which provided that the husband and wife can 
obtain domiciliary facilities at their hospital. It is way out in the 
western part of the State on the Wyoming line and that is a very ideal 
situation if it is physically possible to provide those facilities. 

Now I think also in Florida the Army facility there is typical of 
what is nice, but there are many instances, especially here in the east, 
where these domiciliary homes have no provision for family units and 
there is a necessity for the maintenance of the remainder of the family 
outside of the domiciliary area, and providing there is the continuing 
need of the family, that must be considered. 

Mr. Hatey. On that I thoroughly agree with you. If the veteran is 
qualified and goes into domiciliary care hospitals, the continuing need 
of course of the immediate family is just as great as if the veteran was 
there, probably in many respects. 

I do not want to see that disrupted, but I do not like the idea, and 
I am sure that some of the members of this committee do not like the 
idea, of a contingent buildup of a large estate. 

Judge Wiuuiams. We are, in no sense, in favor of that act, and we 
have legislation here, and also have discussed with at least your com- 
mittee staff, proposed legislation on this subject and will be more 
than happy to render what support we may on legislation to correct 
the condition that you describe. 

I have seen it in many, many instances. I have as a neighbor, as 
my Congresslady will tell you, a large mental hospital in Massa- 
chusetts and I have been on occasion a guardian in my capacity as 
an attorney in past years for a number of veterans who were domiciled 
there, mentally incapacitated, and I have distributed much against 
my will, against my wishes, substantial properties on occasion, to 
people who I felt had no moral entitlement and it disturbed my 
finer sensitivities, if I have any. 

Mr. Hatey. Again, I want to thank the unit commander of the 
organization for his fine statement. 

Mrs. Rogers. Will you yield? 

Mr. Hatey. I will yield to Mrs. Rogers. 

Mrs. Roacers. I just wanted to say that the commander, Judge 
Williams, has done an enormous amount of work for the Disabled 
Veterans and other veterans too. 

Judge Witurams. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Haury. I might say to the gentlelady that I am sure his 
organization is doing a fine job. 
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Mrs. Rocers. They do, but I want to say he is a very shining ex- 
ample. So is Mr. Harold. 

Mr. Harotp. Thank you. 

Mr. Hatey. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dorn (presiding). Do you have any questions, Mr. George? 

Mr. Gerorce. I just would like to commend the commander on a 
very fair and reasonable statement. I yudge, Commander, from the 
entire statement you feel that pensions should be based on need but 
you should have some reasonable criteria to establish the need? 

Judge Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Randall. 

Mr. Ranpatu. With regard to the income of the wife, you mentioned 
cases where it was not available. I assume you refer to a situation in 
which the laws of the specific State would not make it available by the 
very refusal of the wife herself? Is that what you mean? Perhaps 
she would say, “This is mine and it is just not available to you’? Do 
you include cases of that kind and does your organization finance cases 
of that kind? 

Judge Witi1aMs. That is correct. 

Mr. Ranpati. Now I would like to inquire about this difference 
and how much difference, if any, you believe to be the difference in 
the level of compensation, a reasonable difference, I think you called 
it, between public assistance or social service criteria. Could you 
clarify that a little bit? 

Judge Wiuuiams. Well, sir, the social service criteria, as I under- 
stand, the basis of the approach of a social service worker and social 
or public welfare agencies to this is bare necessity, in other words, 
mere subsistence. We would like to feel that was not the criteria in 
this instance. 

Now I am not a social service worker and I am not quite as well 
appraised probably of the welfare approach as maybe I was a few 
years ago in the State legislature because we had a lot of discussions 
on this very thing, but I think that the approach that we had that was 
presented in the first bill that came out on this subject was the nearest 
thing to it. 

Mr. Ranpauu. That there should be some differential, in other 
words. 

Judge WituraMs. Indeed, but it has to be more reasonable than 
that. That was, I think, grossly inadequate. 

Mr. Ranpauu. And I think elsewhere in your statement you did 
submit that you felt this should never be a distinction or that there 
should be a distinction between the two approaches, that is to say, 
that the veterans’ benefits and pension compensation should not be 
regarded as a public assistance program? 

Judge WiuuiAms. That is correct. That was our basic objection to 
H.R. 6432, that it appeared, and that was our interpretation, to be a 
welfare approach. 

Mr. RANDALL. I think you mentioned about the costs here at the 
beginning. You do not have to make a statement if you do not care 
to, but inasmuch as you said in your general statement you believe 
that this entire program should be based on need, then I take it the 
same conclusion would follow that you would be opposed to any auto- 
matic pension sought by any group anywhere along the line; is that 
true? 


a 
Le 
a 
% 
~ 
4 
i 


e 
it 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 507 


Judge Wiuturams. You may also recall, if I may answer this in this 
way, in a sense you will note that we say that we view with alarm 
certain measures that have been introduced in this Congress. 

Mr. Ranpatu. That is the first matter. I want to commend you on 

our statement here this morning and also the one of March 19 which 
fos privileged to hear shortly after coming to the Congress. I had 
then been here about a week and I thought it was a very fine statement. 

Judge WiiuiaMs. Thank you very much. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Halpern. 

Mr. Havpern. I have no questions, but I would like to compliment 
the commander, Judge Williams, on his enlightening presentation, as 
well as for the program, and also for the statement he presented here 
on March 19. Both that and his testimony today are highly com- 
mendable. 

Judge Wituiams. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. George. 

Mr. Greorae. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I am sorry I missed 
President Schweikert’s full statement, but I would like to ask the judge 
if he had reference to the Van Zandt bill in his comment just a few 
minutes ago. 

Judge Witiiams. I am not sure what that bill is. 

Mr. Hatpern. No. 1118. 

Judge Wtu1aMs. I know that Congressman Van Zandt has in- 
troduced a lot of bills in his many years here. I am for some of them 
but not all of them. 

The Cuarrman. Judge, of your 200,000 people, do you know what 
percent of your group are covered better by the non-service-connected 
pension program than by the compensation program? What percent 
of your 10-20 percent group receive more through non-service-con- 
nected pensions? 

Judge Wriurams. Now or who might become eligible? 

The CuarrMan. I would like to have both. 

Judge Wiuuiams. Seventy-three percent receive thirty percent or 
ess. 
The CuarrMan. Seventy-three percent receive thirty percent or 
ess. 

Now do you know what percentage of that 73 percent are World 
War I and World War II? Give me some indication of that. 

Judge Wiuuiams. I do not know. 

The CHarrMan. But you do have a considerable group of men that 
belong to the DVA who are much interested in non-service-connected 
pensions because they receive more in that way than they do in com- 
pensation? 

Judge WiuuiaMs. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. I was wondering how big a factor that becomes in 
the DVA program? 

Judge Wiuuiams. On this, Mr. Congressman, 80 percent receive 
40 percent or less, which means that they would receive more under 
$78.75 than they do on the $73. That is something that we are a 
little disturbed about and when the Congressman from Florida spoke 
earlier about the inadequacies of the compensation program, actually 
I feel that might be one of our greatest inadequacies. 

In other words, we do not like the situation where the compensation 
program is more attractive to a service-connected disabled man than 
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compensation. After all, in that compensation is an element of 
sacrifice and earnings on his part. I think there is a moral aspect 
of that that has to be considered and we do feel whatever action you 
may take here, and we have great faith in this committee, we would 
like to come before you at your earliest convenience and discuss this 
phase of the situation so that this group will not become more con- 
cerned, which necessarily they would be, with non-service-connected 
matters. 

The CuatrMAN. Judge, the chairman of the committee is interested, 
as soon as we dispose of the pension, in this fact and we will be glad 
to start talking with you on compensation. 

Judge Wruuiams. Thank you. 

The CuatrMan. This is the thing we thought we probably had to 
deal with first. 

Judge WiuuraMs. We recognize that, Mr. Chairman, and we will 
await your pleasure in the matter. 

Mr. Dorn (presiding). In the chairman’s absence, I will thank you 
for your fine presentation. We appreciate your coming and we will 
call on you again on these other things we will consider in legislation. 

Judge WiiuraMs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dorn (presiding). Our next witness is Dr. Thompson and he 
is executive director of the Blinded Veterans Association. 


STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM W. THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, BLINDED VETERANS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Dorn (presiding). Let me say, Dr. Thompson, on behalf of 
the committee we are delighted to have you and we would appreciate 
a frank, candid statement from you. 

I understand you have one, so you might go right ahead and present 
it. 

Mr. Toompson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a privilege to 
be here today, and have this opportunity of testifying on veterans 
ome legislation before your committee on behalf of the Blinded 

eterans Association. 

I feel that my statement is neither scholarly nor detailed as the 
two gentleman who have preceded me. 

Mr. Dorn (presiding). Well, we like them brief. Go ahead, Dr. 
Thompson. 

Mr. TuHompson. But I do want to say at the outset that the 
Blinded Veterans Association has a very definite position regarding 
financial payments made to veterans and it is simply this: that the 
Congress has a clear responsibility to give priority consideration to 
those veterans who were disabled in the service of this country. 

I realize that pension and not disability compensation is under 
consideration today, but our thoughts and feelings regarding the 
latter have a tendency to color our thoughts about the former. 

In the first place, the idea of reward in the form of a pension for 
service in the Armed Forces of this country is completely foreign to 
the BVA. Our conventions have consistently gone on record as 
— jee to pension legislation without consideration of disability 
and need. 

The most recent of these convention resolutions, which was unani- 
mously passed in July of last year, is appended to the statement 
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which I filed with the committee. In considering the general pen- 
sion legislation which has been proposed over the past few years and 
which is under consideration by this Congress, it is hard to avoid the 
term “irresponsible” when one considers the financial strain our 
economy would be placed under if these things were given favorable 
consideration. 

In the second place, the current VA pension program is not devoid 
of the reward principle. From at least one angle, it is neither the 
non-service-connected disability nor the financial need which is the 
critical criterion, but the fact that there was honorable service in the 
U.S. Armed Forces during the period of war. 

We have neither the inclination nor the desire to suggest the abo- 
lition of the pension program, even if we thought there was the 
remotest possibility of bringing that about. 

As a matter of fact, we applaud the Congress and the Veterans’ 
Administration for the position they have taken with respect to the 
overall benefits which may be derived from granting a disabled per- 
son a financial floor upon which to stand while planning for the 
future, and in this connection I would like to refer back to points 
made by the last two speakers. 

We are completely in sympathy with what they have said, these 
previous two speakers, about the dignity, the benefits of independence, 
and the need that some of these people have. 

The BVA has made statements to this effect before, and a great 
many of our policies are based on the independence and the dignified 
approach to these things. 

What we question is whether or not this is ultimately the respon- 
sibility of the Veterans’ Administration, and we urge the careful 
consideration of these principles by other Government and public 
agencies. 

Judge Williams spoke of the social service concept and the public 
assistance concept in the negative, if not a derogatory way. Why 
should not the public assistance and the social service concept be 
brought up to the place that the Congress and the VA, or the Congress 
through the VA, have pioneered? 

When you consider a group of disabled persons who stand in finan- 
cial need, whether or not they served in the Army at one time or 
another is really aside from the point and there are some in our organi- 
zation who feel that the grateful nation concept is not realistically 
applied in this way. 

Now there are many who consider that the pension program 
currently in effect should be overhauled to put financial support 
where it is most needed and to avoid inequities which are in evidence 
now. 

The BVA agrees with this concept in principle and we feel that 
H.R. 6432 offers mechanisms which are generally adequate and 
appropriate. Our concern with the present system, along with many 
others, is that a system which allows a man a whole pension if he earns 
one penny less than the maximum and no pension if he earns one 
penny more than the maximum, is too rigid, and a system which 
allows a man to transfer unlimited assets to his wife’s name and then 
claim no family income, is unrealistic. 

I would like to end on what we consider a disturbing note and it 
refers back to my initial statement. We do not relish in the BVA the 
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prospect of veterans with a significant service-connected disability 
transferring at some time in the future to the pension roll in order to 
get more money. 

The question of money in dollars and cents is not important, but 
the inequity which is exposed by this certainly is important. 

We feel that this is a contingency which cannot be ignored unless 
the tendency toward bigger and better veterans’ pensions is handled 
with wisdom and foresight. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, Doctor. 

Mr. Haley of Florida. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that resolu- 
tion No. 4, which accompanies the typewritten statement, be made a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Dorn. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The resolution referred to follows:) 


RESOLUTION 4 
(Submitted by Irvin P. Schloss) 


Whereas the Nation’s first obligation is the welfare of veterans who were 
disabled as a direct result of their service in the Armed Forces; and 
Whereas there is now provision for pension through the Veterans’ Administration 
for veterans who became totally and permanently disabled in civilian life; and 
Whereas existing Veterans’ Administration regulations make the eligibility 
requirements for such pensions progressively more liberal for older veterans, so 
that a veteran aged 65 need only have a 10 percent non-service-connected perma- 
nent disability and the requisite income limitation to qualify; be it 
Resolved, That the members of the Blinded Veterans Association in national 
convention assembled in the city of Seattle in the State of Washington on July 19, 
1958, do hereby go on record in opposition to the enactment of legislation which 
would provide Veterans’ Administration pensions for veterans reaching the age 
of 65 without regard to disanility and financial need as further qualifications, 
Mrs. Rocers. I would like to make this comment. It seems to 
me that the veterans are entitled to first consideration in everything 
because today we would not have freedom in our country if it were 
not for them. 
I think the least we should do is show our appreciation by some 
sort of compensation or pension measure. 
As you know, many people cannot secure the necessary affidavits 
to establish this right that they have; am I right? 
Mr. THompson. Yes, we are aware of cases like that every day. 
Mrs. Rocers. I know because I work on them a great deal, Doctor, 
and I know you have done a magnificent job. Just this past Saturday 
I was having dinner with the Blinded Veterans and the Paraplegics 
and they are joining together for the purposes of legislation and I 
believe the motto of the amputees is ‘We work so that others may 
live,” and they are very anxious to have their knowledge and their 
rosthetic appliances given to civilians; and I know that the blinded 
ave the same reasoning. ; 
Here in Washington have you banded together with the amputees 
in any way in the way of working on legislation? 
Mr. Tuompson. Not on a national basis and I do not know of an 
amputee organization of veterans in Washington here. 
Mrs. Rocers. I think it is helpful when they do work together 
because it gives them strength and we certainly would want all of 
your suggestions and all the help that we can get. 
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We cannot thank you enough for what you have given to us in the 
way of information. 

Mr. Dorn (presiding). Thank you. 

Mr. Teague of California. 

Mr. Traaus of California. I would like to thank the Doctor for a 
very fine statement, very effectively given, and I agree completely 
with his feelings. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. I would like to have your comments on two situations. 
One is a veteran who serves 89 days and another veteran serves 90 
ana and the first one gets nothing and the second one gets every- 
thing. 

Now how do you justify that situation with the statement that 
you make in your written statement here that you are worried about 
the fact that the system that allows one penny under to get a full 
pension and one penny over to get none, where in a matter of 24 hours’ 
service he becomes entitled to all veterans benefits and with one day 
less he gets nothing? 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Saylor, I would say that the BVA would have 
no strong feeling with what amounts to an arbitrarily fixed date from 
a point of time. If that point were under major consideration, I have 
the idea that our board of directors would take the position that this 
was an inequity. The 90-day period which has been fixed, as I said, 
rather arbitrarily, and I assume either by law or VA regulation, is 
just that, an arbitrary decision; and we really do not have any strong 
feeling on it one way or the other. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I asked that, Doctor, is I was just looking 
through some papers here before me and I find that the period of 
service for World \ Yar I and World War II end Korea all vary. There 
is no difference in the amount of payment made to a veteran who went 
in on the first day and served until the last day and one who served 
90 days, so that there are certain inequities that, of necessity, I am 
afraid that do exist in the law. 

I am wondering how far your organization would like to carry this 
elimination of inequities, whether or not you want to try to eliminate 
it completely, or whether or not you might feel that the Congress 
should consider payments to veterans who served longer and have 
suffered disability? 

Mr. THompson. Congressman, a couple of points I would like to 
make in reply. We do not feel that the period of service or the fact 
that there was service is extremely important in this concept. 

Now, of course, it has to be important in the pension program that 
is administered by the VA, obviously, but our support for a legislation 
similar to H.R. 6432 is based upon the sociological aspects rather than 
upon its military significance. 

Just off the top of my head I would think there ought to be a similar 
period of service; if you are going to have to establish a criterion there, 
there ought to be a similar or identical period of service for entitle- 
ment in World War I and World War II and Korea. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I asked that was this: On this past Sunday 
I met a man who, in my opinion, was quite unusual because he 
served from late April 1917 until sometime in the early part of 1919 
in World War I and he served from before Pearl Harbor in 1941 
until late in 1945 in World War II and, believe it or not, he was 
called back into the service and served for almost 2 years in Korea. 
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Now under the law he does not get any more for all of that service, 
for his service-connected disability than the man who went in and 
was wounded after he may have, we will say, put his first day in action, 
which, in some instances, might have been a little over 3 months, 
and there is inequity as far as he is concerned. He has had his life 
interrupted three times in the defense of his country. He did not 
complain about it. 

Now I am wondering whether or not the veterans organizations 
look at that picture at any time? 

Mr. THompson. The Blinded Veterans Association has never 
considered that aspect of it, Congressman, either formally or infor- 
mally, and I cannot speak for my board of directors, but they might 
take the position that life is filled with inequities and you can carry 
this beyond a certain point with only diminishing returns. 

Mr. Saytor. Doctor, thank you very much for your observation. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Dr. Thompson, I read the resolution and I see that 
it is negative in nature. I presume, however, from the balance of 
— statement that you would be in favor of a pension for World War 

veterans or people who are 65 or over, provided it was based on need 
and disability at some decent level, some level that would provide 
some reasonable dignity that they could live on, is this correct? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. That resolution was passed last July 
and the emphasis at that time, it seemed, or so it appeared to us, was 
on general pension legislation. I appended it to my statement because 
it was the closest official expression which was pertinent to what we 
are talking about here today. 

Our position is still in complete opposition, one-of complete opposi- 
en $0 general pension legislation without regard to disability and 
need. 

Your second assumption is correct, that we do favor the legislation 
similar to H.R. 6432. We support that in principle because we feel 
it does overhaul the structure which exists today and plugs many of 
the loopholes and increases the financial support where it is most 
needed. 

Mr. Carter. Well, Doctor, do the levels of payment that are 
generally set out in H.R. 6432 meet your requirements as to the 
standards of payments that should be made to veterans in this classi- 
fication? Are they too low or too high? 

Mr. THomrson. I would have to plead inexperience on that point. 
In our organization we have a category of associate membership and 
veterans with non-service-connected blindness are eligible for that 
class of membership and we have something between 85 and 100 
non-service-connected men as associate members, but we do not have 
background or data regarding the level of pension with respect to these 
men that we might have concerning service-connected blinded 
veterans. 

Whether or not $85 or $90 a month for a man whose income does 
not exceed $390 or $400, whether or not that is equitable is beyond 
my determination at this point. The only comparison that I can 
think of is the so-called visibility insurance program administered 
under title II of the Social Security Act. There are schedules of 
Ean there. Of course, those are connected with employment, 

ut perhaps there are similarities between these two programs. 
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Mr. Carter. As I understand you then, Doctor, it is your thought 
that certainly this level should be determined by an intelligent study 
to see that the amount of the payment does qualify as an amount 
equal to what they can live on at least in a decent and dignified way; 
is that correct? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. I do want to say I have been very impressed by your 
statement. I am mighty grateful you appeared here this morning. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. George. 

Mr. Grorce. Dr. Thompson, I think every member of this com- 
mittee is grateful for the briefness and conciseness of this statement. 
It was splendid. I judge that you almost agree with the other two 
that preceded you with respect to this question? 

Mr. THompson. Well, now, I would not say that. I would say, 
Mr. George, and I would like to repeat this again, that from the 
standpoint of philosophy regarding human dignity and their real 
need, that disabled, and particularly severely disabled persons have 
a need for several things, including a financial floor, and this is valid, 
this is real, it is true, and I do not disagree with brother Schweikert 
in any regard on that basis. 

Now, what financial level this could be placed at and how far the 
Congress and the Veterans’ Administration can go in satisfying these 
needs is a question where we do not share this agreement, but cer- 
tainly philosophically, from a social or sociological standpoint, there 
is no disagreement. I have no disagreement with the other two 
gentlemen on that. 

Mr. Greorce. Doctor, I did say this almost, and I meant emphasis 
on disability, not on flat pensions; is that correct? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Randall. 

Mr. Ranpatyi. Mr. Chairman, before asking a question of the 
doctor, I would like to simply associate myself at this point in the 
record with the thoughts of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Saylor, on this hard line of the 89 days or the 90 days. 

We are on other committees together and we disagree very vio- 
lently on some matters, but I do want to associate myself with his 
remarks in this particular and maybe join with him on some effort to 
see the law changed in that particular. 

Doctor, I do not know that I caught your reasoning as to what you 
said about “There should be a sociological concept rather than a mili- 
tary concept.’”’ Would you develop that a little bit, elaborate on it? 

Mr. Tuompson. I think what I was talking about was the reason- 
ing we find for supporting the pension program, the disability-pension 
concept, and we feel that the program as it exists now and as I say 
would be improved by a bill similar to H.R. 6432, that that concept is 
valuable and it has many, many good things in it. We would like to 
support it from this what I call the sociological standpoint and not 
simply from what I called the military standpoint just in passing. 
We would rather not put the emphasis for the work of this concept on 
the basis that it is something which should be given because a man 
once served in the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Ranpatu. Doctor, if I may interrupt, then another statement 
which you did make, but I noted was not in your prepared statement, 
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expresses just what you finished saying, that the grateful nation con- 
cept is not realistically applied. I believe that was the content of 
your wording? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Ranpatt. All right, Doctor, I deem it to be the purpose of 
these hearings that the chairman has called, that this is all on the 
subject of pensions generally and I want to be right on your expression 
of the conclusion that any bill which would provide a pension auto- 
matically without need, you would oppose. 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ranpauu. Thank you. 

I did want to commend you, I am sorry I did not mention before, 
on your very forthright statement and very concise statement. 
Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Halpern. 

Mr. Haupern. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions or direct com- 
ments on your actual testimony other than to thank you personally, 
Doctor Thompson, for your forthright and informative testimon 
given here today and I want to commend you on the outstanding job 
that I know you are doing for your very fine association. 

Mr. Tuompson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dorn. Judge Mitchell, do you have any comments? 

Mr. MircHe ty. No questions. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hausy. Mr. Chairman, prior to this, of course I did make a 
request, a unanimous consent request, and for some reason I lost the 
floor. I do want to commend you, Dr. Thompson, for your very 
frank statement and commend your organization for seeing that you 
are on the right track, and I[ too think there should be a distinction 
between the disabled men, his compensation received, and certainly 
he should not be put in the category of receiving less for services he 
has rendered to the country and thereby becoming disabled than 
another man, just because he served a shorter time in the armed 
services. I think it is not right that that condition should exist. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dorn. Thank you, Dr. Thompson, very, very much. 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, may I present to the committee a 
former State commander of the American Legion, Robert S. Murphy, 
who is now with the American Legion here in Washington and I 
think you will see him a great deal later on. 

This is Commander Murphy, a constituent of mine, and one of the 
nicest men I know. 

Mr. Dorn. We are glad to have you, Commander Murphy. 

Thank you, Mrs. Rogers. 

The chairman has asked that statements submitted by various 
Members of Congress be inserted in the record at this point. Follow- 
ing the statements of the Members he asks that an outline showing 
the historical development of pension for veterans of all wars, in- 
cluding rates paid and elements of entitlement to the pension be 
inserted, along with a study prepared by the Library of Congress with 
reference to the provision of Federal benefits to veterans. 
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CORNELIUS E. GALLAGHER OF NEw JERSEY IN 
Support or Biituts H.R. 5397 anp 5398 


Mr. Chairman, this distinguished committee has, I know, devoted a great 
many hours during this session to the consideration of matters having to do 
with benefits of veterans. I am certain that no other group is more conversant 
with veterans’ affairs or more sympathetic to the needs of veterans and the 
widows or other dependents of veterans. 

I am sure there is no group in this country to whom our veterans owe a greater 
debt. As a Nation, we have a continuing obligation to those of our citizens 
who, in one war or another, have taken up arms in defense of the country. 

I am concerned that as a Nation we are inclined, with the passing of time, to 
become neglectful of the needs of certain of our veterans. his is particularly 
true, in my opinion, or certain veterans of World War I and the widows and other 
dependents of those veterans. 

his committee is considering two bills which I have had the honor to sponsor. 
The first of these, H.R. 5397, would increase the annual income ceiling for veterans 
of World War and widows and dependents of veterans of that war from the 
present $1,400 to $2,400. The $1,400 represents the amount of total annual 
income that a single veteran or widow may huve and still qualify for pension 
payments. It would also provide for an increase in the income ceiling from $2,700 
to $3,800 for married veterans or veterans with dependents or widow with 
dependents. 

These amounts are the maximum total income that veterans or the widows 
and dependents of World War I veterans may have and still qualify for pension 
payments. I would like to point out that the present requirements have been 
compromised by the increased social security payments to the point where in- 
come from social security combined with the pension payment, in many cases, 
now totals more than the income limits Sia untae payment of the World 
War I pensions. 

What this has done in some instances is to actually reduce the annual income 
of certain World War I veterans and the widows and dependents of veterans, and 
this, I am certain, was not the intent of the Congress. 

As an example, a married veteran of World War I whose pension and social 
security payments total $2,780, must now forego his pension payments and live 
only on his social security. And he now receives only a portion of this income 
prior to the increase in social security. 

This problem is compounded by the fact that an individual cannot decline to 
accept a lower social security payment in order to remain qualified for his or her 
World War I pension. 

The second bill which I am privileged to sponsor, H.R. 5398, would increase the 
amount of pensions paid to those persons who served in the active military service 
of the United States during World War I. 

Favorable action on this bill would increase the pensions paid to veterans of 
World War I and the widows and dependents of World War I veterans to the same 
level as the pensions presently paid to the veterans of the Spanish-American War. 
I am certain that this committee will agree that there should be an equalization 
of benefits for veterans of all wars and that a citizen who serves and is entitled 
to benefits for service should receive no more or no less than a citizen who served 
and is qualified for benefits for such service in another war. 

The service and the sacrifice of the men and women who served honorably 
in World War I is certainly equal to that of those who served in the Spanish- 
American War, and I am certain that the members of this committee will agree 
the World War I veterans are, therefore, entitled to equal benefits. 

The bill provides for increase in the amount of pension to the same rates as 
applicable to the Spanish-American War veterans. A veteran of the Spanish- 
American War receives a monthly pension of $101.59. A widow receives $65 or 
$73.13 with one dependent. The veteran of World War [ now receives $66.15 
and widows receive $50.40 or $63 with one dependent. 

A monthly rate of $101.59 or $135.45 if the individual concerned is helpless or 
blind or requires the regular aid and attendance of another person. 

In many instances, these pension payments are the sole income of these indi- 
viduals, nearly all of whom are of advancing age. With the tremendous increase 
in the cost of living, a pension payment that might have sufficed for the minimum 
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living needs of a veteran at the time it was established, or even just a few years 
ago, is considerably less than adequate to meet the minimum cost of living today. 
I urge taat the members of this committee give full and earnest consideration 
these two bills and that the committee report favorably on H.R. 5397 and H.R. 
398. 
I wish to express my thanks to vou, Mr. Chairman, and to the other members 
of this committee for the opportunity and privilege to present my views. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1959. 

Hon. Ourn E. M.C., 

House oj Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHarrMan: I introduced H.R. 6117, a bill to amend chapter 15 of 
title 38, United States Code to provide pension for widows and children of veterans: 
of service on the Mexican border on or after April 21, 1914, who died while entitled 
to compensation for a disability incurred in such service, for the very simple 
reason that several cases have been called to my attention where the children 
and particularly, the widows of such veterans are today destitute and are not 
eligible for benefits. This is a most unfair situation and can be corrected with 
very little expense to the Federal Government. 

I would like to cite, one case for the record, so that the committee may impar- 
tially and fairly consider my proposal. 

A man of extreme talents enlisted for service on the Mexican border. While 
this was considered peacetime service, nevertheless there was considerable combat, 
and this veteran was severely wounded. No hospital facilities were immediately 
available and gangrene set in. His buddies amputated his leg and 3 days later 
he was removed to Brown Hospital or Brown City. There with proper medical 
attention his life was saved. After discharge from service, he was awarded a 
disability pension by the Veterans’ Administration and was provided with an 
artificial leg and generally was well taken care of by that agency. However, his 
widow, to whom he was married approximately 35 years, who devoted her entire 
life to his wellbeing, is today ineligible for benefits because his service was con- 
sidered peacetime. No man in World War I, World War II, or the Korean 
conflict saw more combat and few gave more for his country than did this veteran. 
While he was a talented man, nevertheless his activities and earning capacities 
were limited because of his physical handicap. That his widow and others like 
her whose soldier husbands suffered combat disabilities, should not be entitled to 
the same benefits as received by widows of non-service-connected cases is indeed 
an injustice and [ trust your committee will correct this situation at, I say again,. 
very little cost to the Federal Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
Francis E. WALTER. 
(H.R. 6117, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 

A BILL To amend chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, to provide pension for widows and children 0i 
veterans of service on the Mexican border on or after April 21, 1914, who died while entitled to compensa- 
tion for a disability incurred in such service 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 501 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

(4) The term ‘Mexican border service’ means service in the active military, 
naval, or air service performed during the period beginning on April 21, 1914, and 
ending on April 6, 1917, in Mexico, on the borders thereof, or in the waters adjacent 
thereto.’ 

Sec. 2. Chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, is amended by inserting. 
immediately below section 537 thereof the following new sections: 


“$538. Widows of veterans of Mexican border service 
““(a) The Administrator shall pay to the widow of each veteran who at the time 
of his death was receiving (or entitled to receive),compensation or retirement pay 
based upon a service-connected disability arising out of Mexican border service, a 
pension at the rate prescribed by section 541 of this title, and subject to the limita- 
_ _ by section 545 of this title, for the widow of a veteran of World 
ar I. 
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“(b) No pension shall be paid to a widow of a veteran under this section unless 
she was married to him— 
““(1) before December 14, 1944; 
for five or more years; or 
“(3) for any period of time if a child was born of the marriage. 


**$ 539. Children of veterans of Mexican border service 

“(a) Whenever there is no widow entitled to pension under section 538 of this 
title, the Administrator shall pay to the children of each veteran who at the time 
of his death was receiving (or entitled to receive) compensation or retirement pay 
based upon a service-connected disability arising out of Mexican border service, 
a pension at the rate prescribed by section 542 of this title, and subject to the 
limitations prescribed by section 545 of this title, for the children of a veteran of 
World War I.” 

Src. 3. The table of sections at the head of chapter 15 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting immediately below 


“537, Children of Spanish-American War veterans,’”’ 
the following: 


“538. Widows of veterans of Mexican border service. 
“539, Children of veterans of Mexican border service.’’ 


SraTeMENT By Hon. Morgan M. Movu.prer, MEMBER oF CONGRESS, 11TH 
District or MIssouRI 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity of making a statement in support 
of my bill, H.R. 7405, to’ provide for payment of a $100 per month pension to 
World War I veterans who have reached the age of 60 years. 

We have long needed to revise the pension program for the aging group of 
World War I veterans. Under present law, the Veterans’ Administration must 
find that it is disability only which prevents the veteran from following a substan- 
tial gainful occupation. his means that the present law does not provide pen- 
sions for veterans who actually have little income and little hope of ever earning 
more if it happens to be their age rather than some disability that denies them 
employment. We must consider age as a disability for pension eligibility for 
veterans 60 years of age or over. Payment of adequate pensions to aged and 
physically disabled veterans is a right earned honorably by reason of service in 
time of war. It is an ungrateful act for this Nation to be miserly in caring for its 
needy older veterans while continuing a foreign aid program abroad which has 
cost American taxpayers more in the past 15 years than the total cost of veterans’ 
programs in the entire history of our country. Certainly, the pension program 
recommended by the President’s administration is unjust and would result in 
higher costs of administration with less benefits to veterans and their dependents. 
An outright grant of pension to all World War I veterans at age 60 would cost far 
less than the tremendous amount of money involved in administering the present 
pension programs. 

Veterans of World War I were not provided educational and training benefits 
as were veterans of World War II and Korea. A large majority of the veterans 
of World War I because of their lack of educational training have been unable to 
follow any type of employment other than manual labor. Very few employers 
would hire a man of 60 years or older for that type of work. 

I sincerely hope that the committee will favorably consider and report H.R. 


oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1959, 
Hon. Ouin -E. TEaave, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: Thank you for your letter of June 3, informing me 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs is hearing bills on non-service-connected 
pension benefits for veterans and their surviving dependents. As you know, I am 
a cosponsor of this legislation having introduced H.R. 5063. 

I must attend Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee hearings in San 
Francisco this week, therefore, I would appreciate the opportunity to appear 
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before your committee to testify in support of World War I veterans pensions at 
a late date during your hearings. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
P. MILLER. 


StTaTEMENT By Hon. THomas L. ASHLEY BEFORE THE HovusE CoMMITTEE ON 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS IN BEHALF oF H.R. 4323 


Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity of appearing before this dis- 
tinguished committee in behalf of my bill, H.R. 4323, which would increase the 
income limitations applicable to payment of veterans’ pensions. 

The need for this legislation arises, oddly enough, Mr. Chairman, from the 
increase in social security benefits enacted by the 85th Congress less than a year 
ago and which became effective last January. 

Enactment of that legislation has worked a grave injustice and created serious 
economic problems for countless veterans who have been entitled to social security 
as well as to veterans benefits, but who now are required—under the law—to 
forfeit their veterans benefits because their income from social security exceed 
the allowable ceiling on ‘‘other income’”’ established at $1,400 for unmarried 
veterans and $2,700 for married veterans under existing regulations. 

In other words, if a veteran’s income from social security had heretofore been 
$1,320, the 7 percent increase which became effective in January brought him 
an additional $92 annually. This raised his “other income” just $12 over the 
limit and required him to forfeit his veterans’ pension of over $900 annually. 
I suppose there are many cases where this injustice, however inadvertent, exists. 
But I would like to cite one which I believe is a typical example and which points 
up clearly the economic hardship suffered by our veterans as a result of the social 
security increase. 

Last December I received a letter from a constituent as follows: 

“T am writing you regarding a condition that will arise the first of the year due 
to the new 7 percent increase in social security benefits. 

‘As you know, a veteran drawing a disability pension is limited to an income 
of $2,700 per year if married and $1,400 a year if single. This income includes 
any income he might receive, also social security. ; 

“In my case, and I presume in thousands of other veterans, this will mean an 
increase of approximately $74 per year but he will lose the veterans disability 
pension of $942 per year, giving us a net loss of $868 per year. 

“Inasmuch as I have regulated my standard of living on my present income 
which includes the veterans disability pension and also due to the fact that livin 
costs are continually increasing, this is going to work a terrible hardship on myse 
as well as others.”’ 

Now I am confident, Mr. Chairman, that the Congress in enacting the social 
security amendments of 1958, did so in good faith and with a view to restoring 
the deteriorated dollar purchasing power of recipients whose income had failed to 
keep pace with mounting living costs. The increase was enacted for the express 
purpose of bringing social security benefits into line with today’s price levels. 

I am equally certain that it was not the intent of the Congress to penalize 
thousands of veterans by granting them a cost-of-living increase on the one hand 
and deny them an amount equivalent to 10 times the social security increase. 

The entire veterans’ program faces very close scrutiny and probably a stiff 
overhauling by the Congress in coming months. With a view toward tightening 
the loopholes disclosed by the recent GAO survey report, and with the sliding 
scale payments based on individual need as the core of the new proposed legisla- 
tion a much stricter definition of ‘‘income’’ will result. Veterans’ affected by 
last years’ social security increase have already suffered a loss of six months’ 
pension to which I feel they are honestly entitled, and I submit that Congress 
should remedy this situation without delay. I respectfully urge, Mr. Chairman, 
that your committee give the measure which I have introduced prompt and 
favorable considerations. 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1959. 
lion. E. 
Chairman, Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives. 
Dear CoLieacueE: It gives me pleasure to note that hearings are beginning 
on World War I veterans’ legislation. 
I certainly hope that this Congress will see the passage of a bill to give World 
War I veterans pensions as provided for in a bill such as I introduced, H.R. 5392. 
Sincerely yours, 
Joun H. Dent, Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE HENRY S. RrEuss TO THE House CoMMITTEE 
ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify in support of H.R. 1881, 
my bill to prevent the 1958 increase in social security benefits from depriving vet- 
erans or their widows of non-service-connected disability or death pensions they 
would otherwise be entitled to. 

Under existing law, for example, a World War I veteran retiring at age 65 this 
year could be entitled to a social security pension of $1,404 or more a year and a 
monthly non-service-connected disability pension of $78.75. But, since his social 
security pension exceeds the $1,400 income limitation for non-service-connected 
disability pensions set by existing law, he would be forced to forfeit his VA pen- 
sion. For just $4 a year in social security income, over which he has no control, 
he would have to surrender a $945 a year VA pension. 

The sole purpose of H.R. 1881 is to prevent the 1958 social security amend- 
ments from inadvertently shortchanging our veterans in this way. Mr. Chair- 
man, H.R. 1881 was carefully drafted. It goes no further than necessary. For 
example, H.R. 1881 provides for no increase in the present $2,700 earnings limita- 
tion for non-service-connected disability or death pensions for veterans or widows 
with dependents, since in no circumstance would the social security increases 
exceed or even approach the $2,700 figure. 

But, unless this Congress increases the $1,400 limitation single veterans or 
widows with no dependents will start to lose out this year—as demonstrated by 
the example I offered at the beginning of my remarks. Furthermore, each year 
the $1,400 limitation stays on the books more and more veterans or their widows 
will be cut off from VA pensions. The following chart, prepared at my request 
by the Social Security Administration, shows that any single veteran, retiring 
January 1, 1960, or later, who has earnings at the maximum amount creditable 
for social security purposes in previous years, and who earns $4,300 or more a 
year in each year after 1958 will be ineligible for a VA pension unless the income 
limitation is increased: 
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Social security benefits payable in specified situations 


Earnings | Maximum Annual 
Closing date for computation of average in each average Old-age total of 
monthly wage ! year after | monthly | insurance old-age 
1958 2 wage benefits insurance 
possible benefits 
$4, 800 $362 $119 $1, 428 
4, 700 360 118 1, 416 
4, 600 358 118 1, 416 
4, 500 356 117 1, 404 
4, 400 354 117 1, 404 
4, 300 352 117 1, 404 
4, 200 350 116 1, 392 
4, 700 366 120 1, 440 
4, 600 363 119 1, 428 
4, 500 360 118 1, 416 
4, 400 356 117 1, 404 
4, 300 353 117 1, 404 
4, 200 350 116 1, 392 
4, 800 375 121 1, 452 
4, 700 370 120 1, 440 
4, 600 366 120 1, 440 
4, 500 362 119 1, 428 
4, 400 358 118 1, 416 
4, 300 354 117 1, 404 
4, 200 350 116 1, 392 
4, 700 373 121 1, 452 
4, 600 369 120 1, 440 
4, 500 364 119 1, 428 
4, 400 359 118 1, 416 
4, 300 354 117 1, 404 
4, 200 350 116 1, 392 
4, 800 381 123 1,476 
4, 700 376 122 1, 464 
4, 600 370 120 1,440 
4, 500 365 119 1, 428 
4, 400 360 118 1, 416 
4, 300 355 117 1, 404 
4, 200 350 116 1, 392 


1 Attainment of age 65 or entitlement to old-age insurance benefits after age 65 in the specified years. 
2 Earnings at the maximums creditable for social security purposes assumed for previous years (i.e., 
1937-50, $3,000; 1951-54, $3,600; and 1955-58, $4,200). 


(Prepared at the request of Congressman Ruess by the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, 
Social Security Administration.) 

As the chart indicates, by 1964 the maximum social security pension benefit 
will have reached $1,476 and will continue to increase until it reaches $1,524 
annually. Therefore, to prevent the 1958 social security increases from short- 
changing at least some veterans, the earnings limitation must be increased from 
$1,400 to $1,524 at the minimum. My bill provides an additional increase of 
$76, setting the new earnings limitation at $1,600, to give the veteran some 
leeway. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my earnest recommendation to the committee that it act 
favorably on H.R. 1881, or at the very least that it act to increase the maximum 
earnings limitation for non-service-connected disability and death pensions to 
$1,524 so that no one can be deprived of such a pension solely because of the 
recent increases in social security pensions. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I offer for the record a memorandum on this 
subject prepared for me by the legislative reference service, and letters from the 
Veterans’ Administration and the Social Security Administration. The chart, 
referred to in the latter letter, appears earlier in my testimony. 


Tue LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., December 16, 1958. 


‘To: Hon. Henry S. Reuss. 


From: Education and Public Welfare Division. 
Subject: Proposed revision of the income limitation for non-service-connected 
veterans’ pension in view of the social security amendments of 1958. 
This is in response to your telephone call of December 10, 1958, in which you 
requested information as to an amendment of present law which would operate 
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so that an individual’s social security benefit, alone, would not result in the loss 
of veterans’ pension. 
CONCLUSION 


To accomplish your desired purpose, the earnings limitation for an unmarried 
veteran or widow who has no children should be raised from $1,400 to at least 
$1,524 a year. However, there would be no need to increase the annual limitation 
of '$2, 700 for either a veteran (who was married or had children) or a widow of a 
veteran with children. 

DISCUSSION 


The appropriate provisions of the law on veterans’ pensions state: 

No pension shall be paid * * * to any unmarried veteran whose annual 
income exceeds $1,400, or to any married veteran or any veteran with child 
whose annual income exceeds $2,700. (38 U.S.C. §2+22(a):) 

No pension shall be paid * * * to any widow without child, or to or on account 
of any child whose annual a, exceeds $1,400, or to a ‘widow (with child) 
whose annual income exceeds $2,700 

Where pension is not payable to a 1 widow because of this section, payments to 
children shall-be made as though there were no widow. (38 U.S. CG. §2445.) 

Applying these provisions to the new benefit schedule under the 1958 social 
security amendments, it would be possible for the amount of a retired worker’s 
primary social security benefit to exceed the $1,400 income limitation for veterans’ 
pensions. This is shown by the following table: 


Benefits pay- 

able a year 

under 1958 
Average monthly wage: amendments 
$350 creditable earnings (maximum under old law) __-__.---------- 1, 392 


The $1,400 limitation will be felt relatively soon inasmuch as an average monthly 
wage of just $2 in excess of the old maximum of $350 would result in a benefit of 
$1,404 a year. 

The primary benefit of a retired worker, however, is the only individual social 
security benefit which could possibly be in excess of $1,400 a year under the new 
law. The maximum that a widow, widower, child, or parent could receive would 
be $1,143 a year, while the maximum for a wife would be $762 a year. Moreover, 
since benefits under the Social Security Act are authorized by separate benefit 
eategory, the VA pensioner is only charged for the benefit he or she is actually 
entitled to and not for total “family” benefits. For example, a widow with two or 
more children could receive social security benefits under the new law which 
conceivably could total over $3,000 a year for her ‘family’? but she would be 
charged only for the amount of her own widow’s benefit for veterans’ pension 
income limitation purposes. 

Your attention is also called to the provisions in the Civil Service Retirement and 
the Railroad Retirement Acts which would enable a veteran to waive any part of 
his benefits under those laws so as to come within the VA pension income limita- 
tion. [5 U.S.C. § 2264(d); 45 U.S.C. § 228s-1] No such provision exists in the 
Social Security Act. 

B. ARNER. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, D.C., March 6, 1959. 
Hon. Henry S. Reuss, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Revss: This has further reference to your recent letter relative to 
the limitation imposed by statute upon income for purposes of payment of pension 
under laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

The totally separate income of the child or children of a veteran is not considered 
at all in computing the widow’s income for pension purposes. If the so-called 
separate income of the child consists of moneys camel over to the widow for the 
use of a child, only so much of that amount as remains after deducting expenses 
for the child’s maintenance will be considered as a part of the widow’s income. 
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Insofar as Federal old-age and survivors insurance, specifically, is concerned, 
amounts paid to the widow for the use of a child in her custody are her income 
only to the extent that they inure to her benefit—that means, of course, the 
amount, if any, which is left after the widow has deducted all expenses which she 
bears in connection with the child’s personal maintenance. 

This, I believe, is the information you wish. 

The copy of the report furnished you by the Library of Congress is returned 
for your files. 

Very truly yours, 
Davin A. TuRNER, 
Associate General Counsel 
(For the General Counsel). 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
March 12, 1959, 
Hon. Henry S. ReEvss, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Revss: I regret the delay in giving you the information you asked 
for concerning the amounts of old-age or disability insurance benefits payable at 
specified levels of earnings. 

The enclosed chart shows the annual amount of old-age insurance benefits 
payable to workers who have earnings at the maximum amount creditable for 
social security purposes in each year through 1958 and at specified amounts 
(between $4,200 and $4,800, inclusive) in each year after 1958 and who become 
entitled to benefits at age 65 in specified years after 1959. (These are also the 
amounts that would be payable as disability insurance benefits between the ages 
of 50 and 65.) You will notice that all such workers with earnings of at least 
$4,300 a vear after 1958 will qualify for social security benefits in excess of the 

resent $1,400 income limitation for non-service-connected veterans’ pensions. 

he statement in the report furnished to you on December 16, 1958, by the 
Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress, to the effect that social 
security benefits in themselves can be sufficient to render the veteran ineligible 
for the non-service-connected payment is correct. 

As you may know, under regulations issued by the Veterans’ Administration 
to implement the existing veterans’ pension law, benéfits based on his own em- 
ployment that an individual receives under old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance, civil service retirement, railroad retirement, or State, municipal, private 
business or industrial plans are excluded in the computation of income for deter- 
mining an individual’s eligibility for veterans’ pension until such benefits exceed 
the amount of contributions the individual has paid into the retirement system. 
(Such benefits received by a widow on the basis of her husband’s employment 
are counted as annual income as received.) The effect of this provision, by and 
large, is to provide a period of grace of 1 or possibly 2 years during which the 
individual may receive both pension and old-age, survivors, and disability insur- 
ance. For example, in the case of a veteran who had paid social security contri- 
butions equal to, say, $1,000 and who had received a monthly old-age (or dis- 
ability) insurance benefit of $80 throughout an entire year ($960 a year), his old- 
age insurance benefits would not be counted in computing his annual income for 
pension purposes for the first year that he received such benefits; an additional 
$40 of his old-age insurance benefits would be excluded in computing his income 
for the second year. In subsequent years all of the veteran’s old-age insurance 
benefits would be counted in determining his income for pension purposes. 

It is, of course, only in the case of veterans who have retired in recent years 
that the aggregate old-age, survivors, and disability insurance contributions have 
reached fairly large amounts. The maximum social security contributions pay- 
able over the 1937-58 period are: By a wage earner, $1,026; by a self-employed 
person covered after 1950, $886.50; by an individual who was a wage earner from 
1937 to 1950 and self-employed from 1951 to 1958, $1,321.50. World War II 
and Korean conflict veterans would not have reached these maximums. Veterans’ 
pension payments amount to $945 a year for a veteran aged 65 or over. 

As the Legislative Reference Service pointed out in its letter, only the personal 
income of the veteran or veteran’s widow is counted toward the income limitation 
for the receipt of non-service-connected veterans’ benefits. If a veteran has 
dependents, the income limitation is raised from $1,400 to $2,700, but any income 
received by the dependents is not added to the veteran’s income in determining 
whether this higher limitation has been exceeded. Similarly, the income limita- 
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tion —— to a veteran’s widow with a child is $2,700, but any income 
received by the child is not added to the widow’s income in determining whether 
she exceeds the income limitation. Thus the veteran or the widow is charged 
only with the social security benefit to which he or she is actually entitled—not 
with the total of benefits payable to the entire family. 

The maximum monthly old-age or disability insurance benefit amount. possi- 
ble under present law is $127; an individual who received this amount for each 
month of a year would have an annual total of $1,524 in benefits. Since the 
annual income limitation for an unmarried veteran is $1,400, his veteran’s pen- 
sion could be forfeited solely because of the income he might receive from social 
security benefits. This would not be true, of course, for a veteran with depend- 
ents. The maximum monthly amount of widow’s insurance benefits payable 
under the social security program is $95.30. Twelve times that amount— 
$1,143.60—could not, in itself, cause the loss of her pension. 

There are some situations in which a beneficiary may, in the course of a year, 
receive considerably more than 12 times the amount of his monthly benefit. 
For example, a beneficiary who was eligible to receive benefits for months before 
he filed his application may be paid retroactively for as many as 12 months. An 
old-age insurance beneficiary coming on the rolls in January 1960 who received 
retroactive payments for, say, 3 months in 1959 could receive $1,785 in benefit 

ayments in that year ($357 of that amount representing the retroactive payments 

or months in 1959). 

If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to write me again. 

Sincerely yours, 
Victor CuristGav, Director. 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE JAMES E. Van ZANDT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, 
20TH District oF PENNSYLVANIA IN Support OF THE VAN ZANDT BILL, 
H.R. 1181 


Mr. Chairman, the announcement of the decision to hold these hearings on 
ae Fg legislation has been the means of providing a ray of hope to the 2,796,000 

orld War I veterans still living out of the 4,744,000 Americans who served their 
country in 1917 and 1918. 

It is well known that as a State and National Commander of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States and since coming to Congress some 20 years 
ago, I have always been a staunch advocate of a pension for the veteran of World 
War I. Bills bearing my name have been sponsored by me in each Congress. 
When privileged to do so, I appeared before this committee in support of them. 
In addition, when such legislation reached the floor of the House the Congressional 
Record will show my active support both in debate as well as in rolleall votes. 
In other words, let no one misunderstand my position in favoring a pension for 
World War I veterans because it is in accord with a traditional American principle 
adopted following the Revolutionary War. 

oday the average age of the 2,796,000 surviving veterans of World War I is 
64.8 years and from April 1958 to April 1959, the Veterans’ Administration reports 
96,000 died, of which 38,303 were listed as receiving pension benefits at the time of 
their death. 

lt is in behalf of the veterans of World War I—truly the forgotten veteran of the 
Nation—that I appeal to this committee for favorable consideration of my bill 
H.R. 1181. The bill is designed to provide $100 monthly to veterans of World 
War I at age 60 with 90 days of honorable service, with income limitations of 
$2,400 to those with no dependents and $3,800 to those with dependents and 
providing that social security or other pensions and annuities payable to the 
veteran be excluded by the Veterans’ Administration in computing income. 

In this connection, on May 19, 1959, President Eisenhower signed into law a bill 
amending the Railroad Retirement Act which contained a provision excluding 
railroad retirement benefits from being counted as income in establishing eligibility 
for non-service-connected disability pension benefits. 

In fact, similar legislation is now pending before the House Ways and Means 
Committee that would grant the same privilege with respect to social security 
benefit 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1181 was introduced by me on January 7 and was followed 
by my request to the chairman of this committee for departmental reports and 
hearings at an early date. According to the information furnished by this 
committee, departmental reports were requested January 19, 1959, and as late as 
June 3 had not been received. 
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Meanwhile, H.R. 6432 was introduced and heralded as a measure ‘‘to modernize 
the pension programs for certain veterans and their dependents.”’ It did not 
take long for the major veterans’ organizations to recognize that the so-called 
New Look was nothing but a bold attempt to destroy the traditional American 
concept of a pension system for aging veterans. 

The result was that H.R. 6432 was promptly assailed as “‘pauper’’ legislation 
for its approval would in reality be a high-sounding method of placing aged and 
ailing veterans on a par with nonveterans receiving public assistance. 

At this point, I. wish to make it emphatically clear. that: I: join the several 
veterans’ organizations in denouncing H.R. 6432 as a pauper bill. It is an affront 
to the veterans it proposes to benefit, and further it is an insult to our ailing and 
aged veterans and especially to the dwindling ranks of World War I veterans who, 
with an average age of nearly 65 years, are dying at the rate of nearly 100,000 a 

ear. 
‘ Reverting to a discussion of my bill, H.R. 1181, let me emphasize that despite 
criticism of those who seek to destroy the veterans’ benefits program the proposed 
legislation does not—as is often insisted by antiveterans groups—made Secneury 
raiders”’ out of our World War I veteran population. 

H.R. 1181, as previously explained, is no handout to wealthy veterans because 
it provides for income limitations that must be considered before eligibility for a 
pension of $100 monthly at age 60 can be established. . 

It should be remembered that nearly 100,000 World War I veterans died during 
1958 and since the average age of surviving veterans of the First World War is 
about 65 years, their fast-dwindling ranks due to a high death rate will reduce from 
year to year the cost of my bill, H.R. 1181. 

From an economic standpoint, approval of a pension of $100 monthly to veterans 
of World War I who meet the income limitations gives assurance that pension 
money will be channeled into the economic stream of the nation. 

It will be spent for the necessities of life and will include the grocer, landlord, 
and the family physician. It will serve as an effective builder of morale by aiding 
in preserving the self-respect and pardonable pride of veterans who served their 
country with honor in a national emergency and who, it is understandable, have a 
natural reluctance against becoming objects of public charity in their declining 
years. 

In theory, Congress has always considered the pension rate as an adjunct to 
income rather than as supporting income. In this connection, however, many 
World War I veterans because of advanced age and disability have no other in- 
come to support them. 

At this point I should like to discuss briefly the situation faced by members of 
our Armed Forces serving in World WarI. At that time, the American doughboy 
in 1917 received $21 monthly pay which later was increased to $30, with 10 
percent additional for oversea service. 

There was no family allotment plan as in World War II whereby the Govern- 
ment contributed to the serviceman’s deduction from his pay and the total 
contributions resulted in a family allowance check being mailed monthly to 
dependents. 

n 1917 and 1918 the doughboy was strictly ‘‘on his own’”’ in worrying about the 
comfort and health of his loved ones and any so-ealled.allosment could only be 
paid out of the meager $30 monthly pay he received, as there was no helping hand 
from Uncle Sam. 

When time for discharge arrived, the World War I veteran was given $60 as a 
separation allowance to assist him in adjusting himself to civilian life. 

Mr. Chairman, contrast this treatment with the many fringe benefits made to 
World War II veterans in the form of GI home and business loans, mustering out 
pay, and unemployment insurance benefits for 52 weeks at the rate of $20 weekly 
which commonly became known as the ‘52-20 Club.” 

In addition, World War II veterans were given the option of continuing their 
education in trade schools, colleges, and universities with the cost of tuition, books, 
and a subsistence allowance for them and their dependents—all paid for by a 
grateful Government, 

Compare these fringe benefits for service in World War II to the $60 separation 
allowance paid to veterans of World War I—an amount of money that was not 


sufficient to purchase a good overcoat because as many wil) recall, the $60 was 


received in an era that boasted of high wartime wages accompanied by skyrocket- 
ing prices and a craze for silk shirts that cost from $12 to $15 each, 


Mr. Chairman, let me make it unmistakably clear that I am not critical of the 
treatment accorded World War II veterans because I served in both world con- 
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flicts. While I have not found it necessary to avail myself of GI loan and educa- 
tional benefits provided for my comrades in World War II, I thank God they were 
made available for those who deserved them as they represent an expression of 
gratitude by a grateful Government and-serve as a measure of compensation for 
the sacrifices of those who served in Worid War II. 

My point in comparing the treatment accorded veterans of World War I and 
World War II is to emphasize that Congress has been negligent in recognizing 
the economic plight of the veteran of World War I. 

Congress met its responsibility to veterans of the Spanish-American War by 
approving legislation to pay them and their dependents a reasonable pension and 
has from time to time granted increases in such benefits. 

In like manner the benefits made available to those of us who served in World 
War II were not possible until Congress placed its stamp of approval on them. 

In all sincerity, I ask, ‘‘How much longer are we going to ignore the economic 
status of the World War I veteran’’? 

When you search your conscience for an answer keep in mind the paltry $60 
separation allowance paid veterans of World War I which in realty was an amount 
insufficient to purchase a good suit of clothes. 

Later you will recall the so-called bonus issue rocked the country because of 
high unemployment among returned veterans and the absence at that time of 
any “52-20 Clubs’”’ to serve as a crutch in adjusting to civilian life. 

Finally, the issue was decided by Congress when it overrode President Roose- 
velt’s veto of the adjusted service bonus which was in the form of 20-year certifi- 
cates and averaged about $300 per veteran. On the other hand, World War II 
veterans received mustering out pay immediately upon discharge, which is further 
oe of the disparity in the treatment accorded veterans of the First World 

ar. 

It is ironical that many of those in Congress and elsewhere opposing a pension 
for World War I veterans are themselves veterans of World War II. 

Frankly, it is difficult to understand their lack of appreciation for the fact that 
World War I veterans have been in the front line of battle since their discharge 
from service nearly 40 years ago in seeking improvement in hospital and medical 
care for veterans of our Nation’s wars. 

In fact, the veteran of World War I has for years been occupied in improving 
the Government’s program of caring for veterans of all wars and pioneered in the 
struggle to establish what is now the Veterans’ Administration as the successor of 
the old Pension Bureau. 

Now at an average age of 65 the World War I veteran’s span of life is nearing 
the end and it is unthinkable that some of his comrades from World War II are 
proving to be the most vociferous in urging that the World War I pension bill, 

.R. 1181, be defeated. 

As a veteran of World War I and while serving the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States as a department and national officer, I joined with other veteran 
leaders in the country in aiding the Spanish-American War veteran in obtaining 
increases in ‘his’ pension granted him 20 years after the close of the war and which 
today amounts to $101.50. 

My support of the Spanish-American War pension was based on my. belief in 
the traditional American concept of giving special grants of one kind or another 
to those who have performed honorable military service—not as pay but in token 
of their fellow citizens’ appreciation, 

As I have said before, this traditional policy of our Government was established 
in the days of George Washington and recognized by Congress which granted 
service pensions to the veterans of all wars from the days of Valley Forge to and 
including the Spanish-American War. 

Unfortunately, Congress has ignored the World War I veteran while approving 
various fringe benefits to World War II veterans. The approval of these de- 
serving benefits is proof positive that Congress recognizes military service requires 
great sacrifices and merits recognition. 

But again I ask why ignore the ailing and aged World War I veteran and be 
guilty of such rank discrimination? agg 

When you stop to consider the merits of my bill, H.R. 1181, keeping in mind 
that the income limitations make the measure no so-called “thand-out”’ I am 
convinced that you will find the legislation worthy of your favorable consideration, 

herefore, I respectfully request that you give thought to the obligation Con- 
gress owes to the forgotten veteran of America’s wars as revealed by the plight of 
the ailing and aged indomitable doughboy of 1917 and 1918. 
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Congress has an opportunity through enactment of my bill, H.R. 1181, or any 
one of the pending bills to give tangible and practical evidence that the World 
War I veteran is not to be left a pension orphan while his comrades of other wars 
have been taken care of in more generous terms. , ; 

In closing, I would remind the members of this committee that since the prece- 
dent has been established of requiring income limitations for non-service-con- 
nected pensions, it is the World War I veteran against whom such departure in 
the pension policy of the Nation has been made effective. Prior to that time 
there were no strings attached to pensions for honorable military service. — 

Be that as it may, H.R. 1181 in meeting the new requirement has income 
limitations which definitely provide that the $100 monthly pension will be pay- 
able strictly in adherence to such limitations. 

It is my sincere hope that, upon the conclusion of these hearings, this com- 
mittee will find it possible to report H.R. 1181 to the House, or 1 of over 100 
similar measures, sinve | have no pride of authorship, so that the House of Repre- 
sentatives may have an early opportunity to approve the legislation as an im- 

ortant step in wiping out the discrimination that has prevailed against World 
ar I veterans when legislating for the veteran population of the Nation. 
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES S. GUBSER IN BEHALF OF 
H.R. 5201 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present a statement in behalf 
of my bill, H.R. 5201, to raise the income limitations applicable with respect to 
veterans entitled to pension for non-service-connected disability. 

I know the members of this committee are aware of the inequities resulting 
from changes made during the 85th Congress with respect to an increase in old 
age and survivors insurance benefits. With the maximum benefits under the 
social security law now set at $1,524, some individuals receiving benefits from the 
Veterans’ Administration have suffered the loss of their entire veteran’s pension. 
This is due to the fact that the Veterans’ Administration benefits are not payable 
to any unmarried person whose annual income exceeds $1,400 or to any married 
person or any person with minor children whose annual income exceeds $2,700. 

Because the two laws are no longer compatible, I have introduced H.R. 5201 
which will increase the anrual allowable income to $2,700 for an unmarried in- 
dividual and $5,000 for the married individual. The committee’s favorable 
consideration of H.R. 5201 will correct an inequity which I do not believe Con- 
gress intended should exist. 

I submit with this statement a resolution adopted by the United Veterans 
Council of Santa Clara County, Calif., which resolution has been endorsed by 
numerous other veterans organizations in my congressional district. 


UNITED VETERANS CouNcIL or Santa Ciara Country, 
San Jose. 
Whereas the 85th Congress enacted a bill increasing allowable social security 
old age benefits to a maximum of $1,524 for an unmarried recipient; and 
Whereas the unmarried veteran in receipt of a Veterans’ Administration pension 
is rendered ineligible for that pension if his income exceeds $1,400 per vear; and 
Whereas many veterans, as a result of this act, will gain, at most, $222 per year 
in old age benefits, and will lose $945 per year in pension benefits from the Vet- 
erans’ Administration; and 
Whereas the present increase in social security benefits is penalizing veterans by 
disqualifying them for Veterans’ Administration pensions: Therefore be it 
Resolved, That the U.S. code of veterans benefits be amended to raise the maxi- 
mum allowable, income for unmarried veterans to $2,500 per year and, for 
veterans with dependants, to $5,000 per year; be it further 
Resolved, That the allowable income of $2,500 and of $5,000 be raised periodically 
in accordance with the cost of living index raise on a percentage basis. 
Adopted by the United Veterans Council of Santa Clara County at a regular 
meeting held on Monday, November 3, 1958, in San Jose. 
J. Harvey BoswE.u, President. 
Attest: 
Merc Marrorano, Secretary- Treasurer. 
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Srarement or Hon. K. Denton, Memper or Concress, EIGHTH 


oF INDIANA 


I wish to thank the committee for giving.me the opportunity to make a part of 
the record my views with regard to certain veterans’ pension legislation which 
I have proposed. 

On January 7, 1959, I introduced H.R. 746, which provides for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I and their widows and children at the same 
rates as apply in the case of veterans of the Spanish-American War, and for other 
purposes. 

Each session that I have been a Member of Congress I have introduced legisla- 
tion similar to H.R. 746, with a view to correcting the inequities to World War I 
veterans resulting from the failure of the Government to act. It is unfortunately 
true that justice delayed is often justice denied; we have already delayed 47 years 
in according justice to the veterans of World War I. 

Everyone is aware that World War I veterans have not been as generously 
treated by the Government as World War II and Korean war veterans. Terminal 
leave pay, the GI bill of rights, unemployment compensation, vocational counsel- 
ing, and home loans are some of the benefits given to World War II and Korean 
war but not to World War I veterans. Excluding disability pensions, which are 
available to veterans of both World Wars, and aside from the housing loan 
program, World War II and Korean war veterans have received benefits costing 
20 times those given to the 4.6 million veterans who survived World War I. 

We should remember too, that without the support of World War I veterans, 
-here would have been no GI bill. The veterans’ organizations were very active 

n initiating this program, and in 1943, a group of Members of Congress who were 
veterans of the First World War met and decided to support a program giving 
World War II veterans the benefits which those Members thought should have 
-een provided after World War I. 

The money spent by the Federal Government on World War II and Korean war 
veterans has been monsy well spent. It is an investment in the future of our 
country. Those veterans who took advantage of the opportunity to complete 
their educations at Government expense have contributed much to the cultural 
and economic well-being of our great Nation. This has been a very wise program 
and America is the richer for it. Likewise, the benefits of the housing loan pro- 
gram have been great and varied—not only improving the living conditions of 
millions of Americans, but also increasing our standard-of-living by putting more 
men and resources to work. 

Many veterans of World War II have told me that they appreciate the efforts 
of World War I veterans in their behalf, and they would like to see the Govern- 
ment treat World War I veterans with the same fairness. 

For the veterans of World War I, time is growing short. Of the 4.6 million who 
came back home when the war was over, only alittle over 2 million remain. Every 
passing day, 235 of them die. Tomorrow 235 of them whom we could have pen- 
sioned today will be dead. A year from today 90,000 more of the boys who faced 
shot, shell, and gas in the trenches will be dead—unpensioned and nearly forgotten. 
Many of the ones who remain will not be able to find jobs because their average age 
is 64.8 years, and widespread discrimination against the older worker is an eco- 
nomic fact of life. It is indeed tragic that so many of these brave men are forced 
to live in poverty, without human dignity or hope. 

I sincerely hope that all who recognize the justice of my proposal and others like 
it will take steps now to right the wrong and insure that veterans of World War I 
will be treated with the same consideration as their compatriots-in-arms in other 
wars in which our Nation has fought. 


StatTeMENT or Hon. Lovurs C. Berore THE Hovust COMMITTEE ON 
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS ON H.R. 1160 


Mr. CuarrMan. I appreciate the courtesy you and the members of your com- 
mittee have extended to me to appear before you in ma of H.R. 1160, the 
bill which I introduced on January 7 of this Congress. he bill provides that in 
determining the income of World War I veterans and their widows for the purpose 
of ascertaining eligibility for pensions, payments under title II of the Social 
Security Act shall not be taken into account. 

It is for these aging veterans that I feel it necessary to aid them at a time 
when they can use the assistance of a financial nature. As of March 31, 1959, 
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only 2,804,000 World War I veterans were living—some existing—of the 4,734,991 
participants in our Armed Forces in World War I. Perhaps you don’t realize 
that the estimated number of honorably discharged veterans of World War I 
whose age is 60 or above totaled 2,690,499 on June 30, 1958. Of this number 
1,343,904 were drawing pensions. Let’s look at those veterans of World War I 
who are 65 years of age orover. They total 1,176,499, and of this group 538,386 
are drawing pensions. The Veterans’ Administration informs me the average age 
of our World War I veterans as of December 31, 1958, was 64.8 years. This is, 
as most of you know, the age so often spoken of in Government circles, as the age 
of unemployability. 

Prior to the social security amendments of 1958, a person could not lose his 
veteran’s pension on the basis of his benefits under social security alone. How- 
ever, this is no longer the case and it will become an increasing problem as higher 
social security benefits are payable under the act. My bill, which will exempt 
such benefits for pension income limitation purposes, will restore the pre-1958 
situation and allow a worker to draw both his social security benefit and his 
veterans’ pension. 

The income limitation contained in Public Law 857 of the 85th Congress, 
section 522, is $1,400 for an unmarried veteran and $2,700 for a married veteran 
with a minor child or children. The basic purpose of this law has been to afford 
a modest allowance to those disabled veterans who are in limited financial circum- 
stances but whose condition is not the result of their military service in time of 
war. An increase in the income limitation as a result of Public Law 357 of the 
82d Congress was predicated on the fact that the cost of living had increased. 
In May 1952 the Consumer Price Index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. 
Department of Labor showed the cost of living index was 113.0. For May, 1957 
it was 119.6. In March 1959 it was 123.7 points. This, gentlemen, shows an 
increase of 10.7 index points from May 1952 through March 1959. To those 
World War I veterans who are now retired and are living on fixed incomes, this 
is a tremendous increase. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, I most earnestly hope that you 
will give consideration to bill, H.R. 1160, which exempts payments of certain 
social security benefits from the income limitation provisions of the veterans’ 
pension act. 
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STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM C. CRAMER IN Support oF H.R. 3712 
AND H.R. 6354 


H.R. 3712: RAISING THE INCOME LIMITATIONS FOR WIDOWS OF WORLD WARI VETERANS 


Mr. Chairman, we have always been justly proud, in this country, of our 
Government’s concern for widows and orphans. I am sure, therefore, that this 
committee will hear with sympathy my request for full consideration of a bill I 
have introduced which will allow a more adequate income for the many widows 
and surviving children of veterans of World War I. I refer to H.R. 3712, intro- 
duced on January 29, 1959, which would increase the annual income limitation 
for a widow of such a veteran from $1,400 to $1,800 if she has no children and 
from $2,700 to $3,600 if she has children. 

The need for such a change seems obvious when we consider that the present 
ceilings were set back in 1952 when the cost of living index stood at 113.5. Today 
it stands at around 123.7—an increase of over 10 points. It seems hardly realistic 
to insist, in view of this fact, that 1952 standards should be continued, especially 
in view of the fact that we have recognized the problem by making cost-of-living 
eenente in most of the other programs for which the Congress has respon- 
sibility. 

First of all, let us look at the amount of the monthly payments received by 
families of World War I veterans in this situation. A widow is entitled to $50.40 
per month; a widow with 1 child to $63 per month, and $7.56 is added for each addi- 
tional child. In the case of surviving children where no mother’s benefit is paid, 
the payments are $27.30 per month for 1 child, $40.95 for two children, $54.60 
for three children, and $7.56 for each additional child. 

I do not need to remind the members of this committee that these amounts 
represent a bare subsistence income. Under present law we are saying, then, 
that a widow with three children must try to get by on a total pension payment 
of $78.12 per month, or $937.44 a year. That amount, gentlemen, is obviously 
not enough to buy food for the family. But then we say that if she has other 
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income of any kind in excess of $2,700 a year, she must surrender all of these 
pension payments. Thus, if this widowed mother manages to supplement this 
pittance by additional income of as little as $2,700 and one cent, we take away 
from her a total of $937.44. i 

Mr. Chairman, the increases in the annual income limitations contained in 
H.R. 3712 are changes which we must, I believe, make in our laws respecting 
older men and women. As the members of this committee know, I have had 
an exhaustive study made during this session of Congress of the various limita- 
tions on outside earnings and income contained in many of the annuities and 
pensions paid by the Federal Government as well as the areas in which those 
pensions and annuities are taxable. And I am shocked at the complexity and 
contradictory provisions which may apply to a single widow with young children 
in case her husband may have been entitled to payments under more than one 
program. 

Take, for example, the very typical case of a widow with two children who is 
entitled to social security benefits as well as to pension payments as a widow of a 
veteran of World War I. Suppose she is receiving social security benefits in the 
amount of $232 a month—the amount now payable for an average monthly wage 
of $350. The social security benefits alone, amounting to $2,784 a year, would 
cancel her right to any payments under the veteran’s plan because they exceed the 
present limitation of $2,700. Then suppose she gets a part-time job to supple- 
ment the family income. If she earns more than $1,200 a year at a steady part- 
time job her share of the total social security benefit is deducted, but the benefits 
for her children continue, so that the family’s social security benefit drops to $174 
a month or $2,088 per vear. Faced with such a maze of possibilities—all having 
the effect of surrendering income because she is trying to provide adequately for 
her family—it is small wonder that many widows are at their wit’s end. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that we cannot afford, as a nation, to economize in 
this way. I am convinced that it is neither sound economic policy nor sound 
social policy to set up a network of income ceilings so complicated and so con- 
flicting in their purpose that it would almost seem necessary for many widows to 
hire a lawyer to be certain they are conforming with the law in every respect. 

As I have said, the bill H.R. 3712 is just one of a number of bills I have intro- 
duced to correct this situation, for I am also convinced that we must increase the 
income limitations applying to totally and permanently disabled veterans of all 
wars where the disability is nonservice connected. I believe we must also increase 
the amount which social security and railroad retirement beneficiaries can earn, 
without loss of benefits, from $1,200 to $1,800 a vear. For, as I stated in remarks 
printed in the Congressional Record for April 14 of this year: 

‘“*k * #* people over age 65 have been granted an extra exemption under the 
income tax. They may deduct all of their medical expenses except medicines. 
However, there are many more ways in which we can ease the burden on those 
who are retired on fixed incomes without materially adding to the cost of Govern- 
ment. 

“The best of these opportunities is to inerease the allowable earnings of those 
who receive social security and other Federal benefits.”’ 

It will take time to accomplish all of the changes I am proposing in this regard. 
But I believe that the change made by the present bill, H.R. 3712, is a first and 
most urgent improvement, not only because it is long overdue, as I have shown, 
but also because it will be made on behalf of thousands of widows and orphans 
in our country who deserve our help. 


H.R. 6354-—-RAISING THE INCOME LIMITATION FOR DISABLED VETERANS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear on behalf of my bill, 
H.R. 6354, which will increase the income limitations applying to pensions of 
certain disabled veterans from $1,400 to $2,000 for single men and from $2,700 
to $3,300 for a married veteran with children. As you know, these annual in- 
come limitations apply to pensions paid to veterans of World War I, World War 
II, or the Korean conflict who are permanently and totally disabled from non- 
service-connected causes. As vou also know, the income limitation figure is an 
all-or-nothing proposition—that is, under present law, when the income of a 
single veteran exceeds $1,400 by so much as a dime, all pensions payments are 
ranceled. 

You will recall that the present income limitations of $1,400 and $2,700 were 
established some 7 years ago, in 1952, at a time when both wages and the cost 
of living were substantially lower than thev are today. In the meantime, recog- 
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nizing that increased living costs work the greatest hardship on older men and 
women with a fixed income, the Congress has acted repeatedly to make appro- 
priate increases in most of those programs for which it is responsible. We have 
increased the pay of Government employees during this period. We increased 
the amount of social security benefits in 1954 and again in 1958 to take account 
of this fact. On two occasions we have made a cost-of-living adjustment in the 
amount received by beneficiaries of the railroad retirement system. But we 
have held to the 1952 income limitation figure for those disabled veterans who 
have managed to get together some income in addition to their pension payments. 

In considering this change we must, I believe, bear in mind the fact that the 
payments we are making to these men are not, in themselves, munificent. The 
pension amounts to $66.15 a month or $78.75 a month for veterans who are over 
age 65 or who have received a pension for 10 years. Those veterans who are so 
severely disabled that they are in need of regular aid and attendance are allowed 
just $135.45 per month. 

We must also bear in mind the fact that the present income limitation applies 
to both earned and unearned income. It is for this reason that the increases 
provided by the Congress in the Social Security Act can, in many instances, have 
the effect of canceling the :mount payable in veterans’ benefits. The maximum 
social security benefit und :r existing law, for example, is now $116 per month, 
or $1,392 a year. If, therefore, a single veteran is receiving a social security 
benefit in that amount and he has other income of as little as $10, his pension 
payments are completely canceled. And, when the new $4,800 wage base for 
social security becomes fully effective, the maximum payment will be $127 per 
month—or $1,524 a year—an amount which will automatically cancel all pension 
payments. 

Mr. Chairman, I have long been concerned with the inequities which occur 
with respect to our older men and women because of the variety and complexity 
of the various kinds of pension and benefit plans for which we are responsible, 
as Members of Congress. On April 7 of this year I inserted in the Record a 
statement outlining these various inequities as they apply to both the taxation 
and income limitation aspects of our various retirement and pension plans. The 
bill I propose today is one step in a broad program which I have outlined through 
various legislative proposals to correct these inequities. 

It is one step in my one-man campaign for relieving the hardships now facing 
senior citizens on fixed incomes in the United States. For, as I said in my 
remarks of April 7: 

“Our senior citizens for the most part derive little benefit from the substantial 
increase in wages which came about since World War II. Few people beyond 
the age of 65 are able to be gainfully employed in more than part-time pursuits. 
However, since they cannot live on the depreciated fixed incomes, more and more 
of our senior citizens are turning to odd jobs for help and many are feeling the 
pinch of taxes.” 

I urge the committee to give this matter its most careful consideration, for I 
believe the equity of my proposal is irrefutable and self-evident. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN Dominick V. DaniELs oF NEw JERSEY 


On January 15, 1959, I introduced a bill, H.R. 2517, to increase the rate of pen- 
sion of widows of World War I veterans from $50.40 to $75 and providing that the 
annual income limitation governing the payment of pensions to widows (no 
children) be increased from $1,400 to $2,700 and to widows (with children) from 
$2,700 to $4,000. 

While the Government of the United States has always been considerate of the 
veteran, his widow and his dependents, yet, today the benefit provided is entirely 
inadequate to care for them because the cost of living has spiraled since the rate was 
established. Therefore, I urge that Congress approach the question of increased 
benefits with a humane and realistic consideration since most of the widows 
today are between 57 and 70 years of age, and find it extremely difficulty, if not 
impossible, to secure employment. 

The pension of widows of veterans of World War I, under my bill—H.R. 2517— 
would be comparable to that paid to Spanish-American War widows and conse- 
quently, is sufficient justification, in my opinion, for the modest increase requested. 
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I also urge support of H.R. 1181 introduced by Congressman Van Zandt, 
which would provide to eligible veterans of World War I, who have attained the 
age of 60 years, a pension of at least $100 a month, subject to income limitation of 
$2,400 to unmarried veterans and $3,800 to married veterans or any veteran with 
children. However, I recommend that the latter figure be increased to $4,000 and 
that annuities from social security and railroad retirement and other pensions, 
annuities, and retirement benefits, shall not be considered as income. 


STATEMENT oF CoNGRESSMAN Paut G. RoGcrers BEFrorE THE House CoMMITTEE 
ON VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to present a statement today in favor of a bill which I recently 
introduced. 

My bill, H.R. 6536, would amend section 106 of title 38 of the United States 
Code by providing that any individual who served as a contract surgeon with 
one of the armed services during World War I shall be deemed to have been on 
active duty during such service. 

Mr. Chairman, my interest in this matter developed as a result of a letter which 
I received from a constituent. This person, now an elderly woman, is one of the 
comparatively few remaining people who served as contract surgeons with our 
armed services during the First World War. She is now infirm with the passage 
of time but because of the fact that these maladies were not incurred or aggravated 
during her term of service as a contract surgeon, and because her service is not 
considered to be such as would qualify her for a non-service-connected disability 
pension, she faces the prospects of spending her remaining years in dire financial 
straits. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6536 would correct this situation by giving these people 
the belated status of veterans for the purpose of enabling them to share in the 
benefits of our veterans’ pension plans. While the nature of their contract with 
the Government was somewhat different than that binding the actual fighting 
man, they in effect were members of the Armed Forces. They were subject to 
orders and discipline and they shared the dangers incident to war. 

The cost involved in the passage of this measure would be comparatively small 
due to the advanced years of the recipients and the relatively small numbers left. 
Other groups have been recognized for their service during wartime and justly 
provided for. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that these contract surgeons served honorably and 
well and deserve to live out their last years in peace and comfort provided them 
by a grateful Government, and I respectfully request that the committee give 
favorable consideration to this measure. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE FRANK E. Situ, Mississippi, oN H.R. 622 ann 
H.R. 5943 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having an opportunity to present to the committee 
this statement in behalf of my bills, H.R. 622 and H.R. 5943. They apply to only 
a very small group of prospective beneficiaries under the VA pension program, but 
they are of real importance to those few. 

Both bills relate to eligibility for pension of Confederate widows. H.R. 622 
would exempt Confederate widows from the requirement that they have been 
married to the veteran for at least 5 years or that a child have been born of their 
marriage. H.R. 5943 would make inapplicable to Confederate widows the bar to 
pension where the widow had remarried and the remarriage had terminated. 

When the 85th Congress extended eligibility for pension to widows of Con- 
federate veterans, I don’t think any of us realized that eligibility would be de- 
pendent upon all these qualifications. There are, of course, good reasons for these 
limitations in respect to the widows of most groups of veterans. But the Con- 
federate veterans were never eligible for Federal benefits, and no one could have 
married a Confederate veteran in the hope of thereby obtaining such benefits. 

When the Veterans’ Administration put out its publicity regarding the avail- 
ability of pension to Confederate widows, it mentioned none of these limiting fac- 
tors. The widows were led to believe that they need establish only that they were 
married to a Confederate veteran. The same kind of information was given me, 
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and I assume other Members, when the Veterans’ Administration asked my help 
in locating Confederate widows and urging them to apply for the pension. 

The number of these ladies is very small, indeed. All of them are well along in 
years, and the majority of them are dependent upon very small State pensions for 
all or most of theirincome. The Federal pension would mean a great deal to them. 
They have been barred all of their lives from the Federal benefits available to other 
service widows, and I sincerely believe that restrictions of this kind, particularly 
at this late date, should not apply to them. 

For these reasons I hope your committee will act promptly and favorably on 
both H.R. 662 and H.R. 5943. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JACK WESTLAND, SECOND DISTRICT OF 
WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 6613 which would provide that in determining 
incomes of World War I veterans and their widows for purposes of ascertaining 
eligibility for pensions, any payments under title II of the Social Security Act 
will not be taken into account. 

Veterans of World War I who are permanently and totally disabled for reasons 
not traceable to service, who have 90 days’ service and who have been discharged 
under other than dishonorable conditions are eligible for pensions. 

The pension is payable only if the eligible income of the veteran from other 
sources does not exceed $1,400 a year if he is single, or $2,700 if he is married or 
has a minor child. 

A widow is eligible for non-service-connected death pensions provided she does 
not have an income that exceeds $1,400 a year if she is single. If she has one or 
more children, her other income must not exceed $2,700. 

In the case of a veteran, he cannot receive a pension if he is able to work. 
Regulations provide he must be permanently and totally disabled. This is the 
type of person who needs maximum help. The pensions on a monthly basis 
amount to only $66.15 or $78.75 unless the veteran is blind or helpless. Then 
his pension is $135.45. These amounts cannot provide even a minimum exist- 
ence for these people. With the allowable outside income I doubt that a veteran 
or widow could meet today’s cost of existence. 

The pension as allowed veterans of World War I and their widows are made on 
the basis of need. As I have said before, this need is determined upon proof the 
veteran is permanently and totally disabled. The intent is to provide those vet- 
erans who faithfully served our Nation and who are unable to work a means of 
paying for their food and shelter. Perhaps when the Congress provided for such 
pensions, the amounts authorized were enough. Certainly, it isn’t today, and it 
is unjust to deprive these individuals and their widows a small additional income 
to make ends meet. 

There are many cases in my own congressional district where disabled pensioners 
are unable to pay their family bills. Other veterans and widows draw their social 
security which happens to be a little bit larger than they would draw in pensions. 
They, too, cannot meet their family obligations. But if these people were allowed 
both social security and pensions, they certainly would get along much better. 

I do not believe it was the intent of the Congress when it raised social security 
benefits to cause any veteran or widow to lose his or her pension. But this has 
been the case. Any single pensioner whose social security benefits were increased 
to more than $1,400 automatically lost his pension. 

Although, I believe my proposed legislation is the best way to correct this situa- 
tion, I will support this committee if it should design a system using a sliding 
seale. That is a system whereby a percentage of the pension is withdrawn in 
proportion to the veteran’s outside income over $1,400 or $2,700 as the case 
may be. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to support my bill, H.R. 6631. 


* 
* 
A 
> 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 533 


SraTEMENT oF Hon. THoomas J. LANE IN Support or H.R. 4392, To Provipe 
FOR PAYMENT OF A PENSION oF $100 PER Monto To WorLD Wark I VETERANS 
Wuo Have ATrraiNnED THE AGE oF 60 YEARS 


PENSIONS FOR WORLD WAR I ‘VETS—THREE YEARS OVERDUE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the average age of World War I 
veterans is close to 65. The Congress has failed to honor their military service 
to the Nation by granting to them a pension in the last years of their lives. 

In spite of the fact that those who preceded them—the veterans of the Civil 
War, and the veterans of the Spanish-American War-—became eligible for pen- 
sions upon reaching the age of 62. Close to 3 million veterans of World War | 
have been deprived of the pensions to which they are entitled, for the past 3 years. 
This loss which they have suffered has become the Nation’s debt to them. It 
could be compensated for, but only in part, by a retroactive pension to the qualify- 
ing age of 60 years. 

But even this could not make amends to the tens of thousands of World War I 
veterans who have passed away since 1956. Late as it is, because of 3 years’ 
delay, the very least we can do is to pass a pension bill at this session for the sur- 
vivors of World War I, whose ranks are diminishing more rapidly as time moves on. 

Three hundred and thirty died today. Three hundred and thirty plus will die 
tomorrow. 

ach 24 hours’ delay in passing this pension bill, puts us that much more in 
default of our obligations to these men—the obligations we owe to them while 
they are living. We are denying to them the peace of mind that this pension 
from a grateful Nation would bring to them. It is a material benefit, yes, but 
it is also an honor that should bring some measure of happiness to a veteran for 
the few years remaining to him. 

This fall, we shall observe the 41st anniversary of the day when World War I 
came to an end. Forty-one years have brought the veterans of that conflict to 
an age at which most people become eligible for retirement. It is now possible 
for women who are covered by social security to qualify for benefits at an earlier 
age of 62. 

The concept of a service pension is not new. A long line of precedents, stretch- 
ing back over 185 years, and applying to the veterans of all previous wars in which 
our Nation has been engaged, clearly establishes the right of veterans to receive 
such pensions during their old age. 

The veterans of World War II, and the veterans of Korea, although much 
younger, are receiving substantial benefits in other ways and covering the active 
years of their lives. Are the World War I veterans to be considered as an “‘excep- 
tion to the rule’? Is there any justification for their exclusion that would stand 
up to the searching test of reason and justice? 

The opponents of pensions for World War I veterans, unable to rebut prece- 
dents, or the fact that the veterans of 1917-18 have already passed the qualifying 
age, try to evade the issue through legislative maneuvers, or, when required to 
take a definite stand, try to scare the Nation by bringing up the cost. We did 
not hear that word ‘“‘cost’’ mentioned in World War I, when we summoned millions 
of men to give everything for their country. Some did. Others were broken in 
health. The rest bear the invisible scars of time and opportunity lost, and in 
their aging years show the strains that can be traced to the military service of their 
youth. 

~The cost? Three and a quarter billion dollars a year at the start—but declin- 
ing—daily. This is about the same amount that we have been spending for 
foreign aid, and less than the appropriations for the Department of Agriculture 
which includes purchase of farm surpluses, and thousands of dollars paid to indi- 
vidual farmers each year just to keep part of their fields unplanted—and un- 
employed. 

The cost? If the Federal Government fails to provide a service pension for 
these old soldiers, it is we who will lose the faith and confidence, not only of the 
2,700,000 survivors of World War I, but of every living veteran who knows that 
a service pension in old age, is the implied promise our Nation makes to every man 
and woman who serves in time of war. 
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I speak in behalf of my own bill, H.R. 4932, “to provide for payment of a pen- 
sion of $100 per month to World War I veterans who have attained the age of 
60 years,’’ or $135.45 per month if the veteran is in need of regular aid and 
attendance. 

This shall not be affected - payments to the veteran of social security and 
railroad retirement benefits and other pensions, annuities, and retirement benefits, 
whether payable by law, contract, or otherwise. ; 

The pension shall not be paid under this section to any unmarried veteran 
whose annual income exceeds $2,400, or to any married veterans or any veteran 
with children whose annual income exceeds $3,800. 

I call attention to the many similar bills on this same subject as evidence of 
growing support for this legislation, and a realization that the time has arrived 
to make good on our obligations to the veterans of World War I. 
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STaTeMEnt oF ReprResENTATIVE ABRAHAM J. MuLTER, Democrat, oF New York, 
‘ne H.R, 4808 


Mr. Chairman, May I ress my saureciotion to the committee for peeing 
me to appear before you today on behalf of my bill, H.R. 4808, which will ame 
existing law to increase the annual income limitation affecting pensions paid to 
veterans of World War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict who are perma- 
nently and totally disabled from non-service-connected causes and the widows 
and children of deceased veterans. 

As you know, present law sets a limitation on other income of $1,400 for a single 
veteran or a widow without children and $2,700 for a married veteran with a famil 
ora ne with children. My bill would raise these amounts to $1,800 and $3, 
respectively. 

s you know, Mr. Chairman, no change has been made in this respect since 
1952—a time when the cost of living was considerably Jess than it is today. In 
that year the cost of living index (using the 1947—49 cost as 100) stood at 113.5. 
Today it has climbed to 123.7 using the same measuring rod. In other words, it 
has risen by at least 10 points. But, while today’s dollar has shrunken in value, 
and while today’s wages have risen, we are still applying the same income stand- 
ards with respect to disabled veterans and the widows and children of deceased 
veterans which were applied in 1952. 

I am convinced that we must, therefore, make the same cost of living adjust- 
ment on their behalf which we have made in connection with other plans governed 
by Federal law—such as the social security plan and the railroad retirement plan 
in which cost-of-living adjustments upward have been made on two different 
occasions since 1952. Likewise, for the same reason, we have increased the 
salaries of Federal workers and made similar adjustments in other Federal pro- 
grams. In the face of this record, it is inconceivable to me that we can delay 
any longer in making a reasonable adjustment regarding the income limitations 
set for veterans and their families. 

We are not concerned here with an increase in the amount of pensions paid— 
although we might well be, since they currently amount to only about $66.15 a 
month— or $78.75 a month for veterans who have received such a pension for 10 
years or are over 65. At the same time a widow is entitled to .40 a month 
and a widow with a child is entitled to $63 a month, with $7.56 added for each 
additional child. A surviving child with no mother is granted $27.30 a month, 
two children $54.60 a month, and for each additional child $7.56. These amounts, 
in themselves, are certainly not enough to keep body and soul together, let alone 

rovide for the kind of medical attention often required because of a disability. 
rtainly we can, therefore, liberalize the law so that the veteran or widow who 
has other income—either in the form of earnings or from any other source—can 
be allowed to use this income, in addition to the pension payments up to the 
more reasonable figure of $1,800 a year for the single veteran or widow without 
children and $3,000 for the married veteran or widow with children. If it is 
necessary to retain this concept of relative ‘‘need’’ in the case of such payments, 
we should certainly be willing to adjust our measure of need to the purchasing 
power of today’s dollars. 

Another feature of the present limitation which works a jeer red hardshi 

at present income-limitation levels, is the fact that when the level is reached, 


pension payments for the year are canceled. In this respect this provision is 
unlike the income limitation in social security which allows earnings of $1,200 a 
year and then cancels benefits on the basis of monthly income—one benefit 


| | 
bein 
soci! 
limi 
vete 
side 
be | 
and 
att 
sys 
| wh 
| I 
| 
wit 
wit 
Ve 
the 
ve 
th 
co 
| dc 
of 
of 
th 
ar 
| th 
tl 
Pp 
tk 
Pp 
i 
ir 
| v 
| 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 535 


being canceled for each month in which earnings above the $1,200 figure total 
$80 or a fraction thereof. The result is that an individual loses all of his monthly 
social security benefits only when he has earned more than $880 in addition 
to the $1,200, or more than $2,080 in all. Moreover, social security’s income 
limitation applies only to earned income whereas the income limitation for 
veterans applies both to earned and unearned income. 

I feel certain that the committee will give this matter its most earnest con- 
sideration. Because I am confident of the merits of this case, I believe you will 
be convinced that some reasonable adjustment in this matter must be made— 
and that at an early date. _ 


STaTEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN W. ByrRNES 


Mr. Chairman, may I commend you and your committee for your decision to 
attempt to develop a plan which will result in the improvement of the present 
system of non-service-connected pensions. 

In this connection, I would like to call to the attention of the committee to 
what I believe is an inequity in the present law governing non-service-connected 
pean and to a bill I have introduced, H.R. 475, designed to correct that 

equity. 

The present law, as you know, provides that pensions shall not be paid to any 

idow without child or to a child whose annual income exceeds $1,400, or to a 
widow with a child or children whose annual income exceeds $2,700. For the 

urposes of those limitations, annual income is determined in accordance with 
eterans’ Administration regulations. Those regulations provide that, among 
other payments and benefits, commercial insurance will be considered income. 

Were the entire proceeds of this insurance available to the widow or child for 
their support during the year, it would be reasonable to include the entire amount 
asincome. Unfortunately, that is not generally the case. 

In many instance, all or part of the proceeds of commercial insurance are used 
by the survivors to pay expenses which fall upon them because of the death of the 
veteran. These expenses include cost of burial, expenses of the last illness and 
the just debts of the deceased. 

For example, a widow with no other income besides the proceeds of a $1,500 
commercial life insurance policy, with burial expenses of $400, hospital and 
doctor bills of $500, and husband’s debts of $200, has a true income during the 
year of only $400. Yet she is not granted a pension because the entire proceeds 
of the insurance policy are included as income for income limitation p ses. 

This situation arises most frequently during the year following the death of 
the veteran and husband or father when the burdens upon the widow and child 
are heaviest and when they are finding the greatest difficulty in adjusting to 
their changed circumstances. 

It is my belief that no widow or child should be deprived of pension to which 
they are otherwise entitled on the basis of income which must be immediately 
paid out because of the death of that veteran and which provides no benefit to 
the survivors. 

For that reason, I have introduced H.R. 475 which provides that amounts 
paid by a widow or child in any year for the just debts of the veteran and the 
expenses of his last illness and burial shall be excluded in determining the annual 
income of the widow or child. 

I believe the enactment of this bill would remove a serious inequity which is 
creating severe hardship, in many cases, for the widows and children of our 
veterans. I urge the committee to give it favorable consideration. 


Statement By RepresENTATIVE Epwarp H. Rees on His Bru, H.R. 2924 


This legislation, H.R. 2924, would grant all the privileges, rights, and benefits 
that are now granted to persons who served in the war with Spain to members 
of the Armed Forces of the United States who served 90 days or more in Mexico 
or on its borders during the period beginning December 8, 1910, and endin 
April 6, 1917, the latter date being the date upon which World War I was dec’ared. 
It would seem that these men who were called into the service on the Mexican 
border just before World War I was declared are entitled to the same considera- 
tion as is accorded those men who served in the Spanish-American War. 
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Attention is called to the fact that men who served in the war against peeing 
who were in this country, or in Cuba, or the Philippines, have been granted 
sions long ago. Furthermore, men who served in the Armed Forces after ril 

1917, have also been recognized as being entitled to certain veterans benefits. 

ere is a group a lot smaller in number who are just as much entitled to pensions 
as veterans of the war with Spain. There are only a few of them. They are 
entitled to this recognition. hey served at low pay, and not only suffered the 
hazards of war, as such, but were subjected to diseases of all kinds during their 
stay on the Mexican border. It is a matter of record these former servicemen, 
who have received no consideration, are at least entitled to this recognition. 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


SraTEMENT oF Hon. James C. Otiver, MemMBeR or Coneress From THE STATE 
or Maine, 1n Suprort or a $100 a Monts Pension TO CERTAIN 
War I VETERANS Over 60 Years or AGE 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity which you and your committee 
have extended to me, to make a statement in support of H.R. 4523, which was 
introduced by me in the interest of veterans of World War I. I also appreciate 
this opportunity to place my viewpoint before the committee with reference to 
H.R. 6432, which contains the recommendations of the Veterans’ Administration 
concerning veterans benefits in general. 

First, let me state my position with reference to my bill in the interest of World 
War I veterans who are over 60 years of age and whose income is less than $2,400 
a year if single and $3,800 a year if married. This bill, as you know, would 
authorize a monthly pension of $100 to take effect at 60 years of age. It is 
identical to H.R. 1181, introduced by our distinguished colleague from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Van Zandt. 

I would like to say in passing, Mr. Chairman, that, during the 75th Congress, 
I was a member of this great committee which has consistently acted construc. 
tively in the interest of veterans of all wars. I know that the problems that 
confront the members of this committee today are difficult and the decisions 
which have to be made carry with them great responsibility for each and ever 
one of you. It is my feeling, having been a veteran of World Wars I and II, 
that I can speak with some understanding of the public treatment which has 
been extended to veterans of both World Wars. I know that this committee, 
during the past several years, has had a complete appreciation of the difference 
in treatment which has been extended to World War I veterans in contrast to 
the most generous legislation for the deserving veterans of World War II. 

Just to briefly mention the benefits received during the nearly 18 years after 
each World War in terms of comparison, [ respectfully call to your attention that 

$3, to June | 1958, the per capita benefits paid to World War IT veterans totaled 

900 while d uring the same period of time, namely, 18 years after World War I, 
all. benefits paid to the veterans of that war totaled $1,480 per capita. This 
comparison is not made in the spirit of criticism, but merely to call attention to 
the existing facts; namely, comparable treatment has not been accorded to World 
War I veterans. As a further comparison, there was no GI insurance, no educa- 
tional bill of rights, no home or business loans provided for World War I veterans 
as was the case of the veterans of World WarlII. Severance pay for the veterans 
of World War I was limited to $60 which certainly could never be considered as an 
adequate recognition of the military service during the period of war which was 
rendered by my comrades in World War 

It is not my intention to belabor the situation which we all know currently 
exists in connection with the desperate financial needs of World War I veterans. 
Their average age is now 65 and they, in too many instances, find themselves with 
no adequate means of support. The economic problems of people generally over 
65 years of age are well understood; and, this is true whether such individuals 
are in the veterans classification or otherwise. But, we do owe our wartime 
veterans, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, a responsibility to provide that the 
precedent which has been established in enacting age pension benefits for veterans 
of all previous wars may be extended in a similar manner to the veterans of World 
Warl. The Bureau of the Budget, the Veterans’ Administration and those who 
are opposed to this legislation, use figures to discredit the legislation on the basis 
that such pension payments would ruin America economically. The Veterans’ 
Administration’s cold statistics do not, in any way, reflect the economic benefits 
which would accrue as a result of pension payments being distributed in every 
small community of this Nation through the enactment of this legislation. 
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I hesitate to call attention to an observation which is too often made although 
warranted: If we can afford to finance activities all over the world in order to step 
up the living standards of less fortunate people, we should be more determined 
to extend to our own people, especially our veterans, the consideration which 
would improve their living standards as well. The basic philosophy in this legis- 
lation which I propose, in my opinion is: 

1. That the precedents to which I referred above justify similar action for 
World War I veterans. 

2. The cost of the program will automatically be liquidated by the increased 
activity in our economy resulting from these pension payments. 

3. The people of America cannot afford to ignore the economic needs of our 
soldier citizens who have served in times of military conflict when our Nation’s 
security has been periled. Americans have not been ungrateful in the past and 
have always generously authorized veterans benefits. There should be no excep- 
tion today to a similar approach when the needs are so obvious. 

These observations of mine, Mr. Chairman, are not new. As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing new that can be said on this subject. The issueis clear. Veterans 
of all wars should be treated equally. 

If I may encroach further upon your time, I would like to take this opportunity 
to express briefly, my opposition to H.R. 6432 as it is presently written and now 
under consideration by this able committee. The concept of need upon which 
this legislation is based, in my opinion, is not the proper concept for veterans 
legislation. It is the familiar approach developed by the Bradley Commission 
some years ago and now comes to us dressed up in rather attractive phraseology 
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emanating more or less, I would expect, from the ‘‘Madison Avenue” advertising. 
technique. I also recall that in the early 1930’s, the Economy Act so-called was’ 


directed primarily at veterans benefits. Veterans benefits have always been the 
first target of the arbitrary economizers. It is true, unfortunately, that there 
have been abuses in the matter of veterans benefits. It is also true that there 


have been bank embezzlements and many other phases of daily activity which we 


do not like. Yet, we don’t tear down the whole structure because of the action 
of a few which discredit policies based on merit and justice with which we are in 
accord. I think that Americans generally feel that veterans benefits have been 
and should continue to be granted as a matter of recognition for military service 
in times of conflict. The basic philosophy of H.R. 6432 would transform veterans 
benefits into a needs concept. This would extinguish in this one approach, a 
great Americen tradition based upon the gratitude of the people of America for 
those who have unselfishly served their Nation. Therefore, I oppose H.R. 6432 
and I ask the members of this committee to do the same. 

I wish to make one other point, Mr. Chairman, and then, I shall conclude. 
H.R. 6432 would establish the income of wives as a qualifying factor in pension 
benefits to be paid to veterans. It seems to me that this is a cruel concept since a 
veteran would be forced to subordinate his economic independence and his 
personal dignity. If he ran short of funds during any part of the month while 
waiting for his decreased pension payment, he would be forced to rather abjectly 
ask for tide-over pennies or dollars from his wife, who, because of her own inde- 
aig income, would find herdelf in a controlling position. This may seem to 

e a rather superficial observation but it isn’t difficult to envision the many 
difficult family situations which would arise from such a stultifying combination 
of circumstances. Such a possibility is not in the interests of any veteran and it is 
not in the best interests of the country. Such a possible and even probable 
complication is reason enough, in my opinion, to oppose the basic needs concept of 
the Veterans’ Administration proposal. I hope that this committee will decide to 
reject this attempt to decrease veterans benefits and to demean the veterans. I 
thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present these observations. 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1959. 


Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity to submit a statement in favor 
of my H.R..3065 which would increase the annual income limitations governing 
the payment of pension to certain veterans and their dependents. 

I shall not burden this record with an extensive statement, but briefly, my bill 
would increase the limitation for single persons from $1,400 to $1,800 and for those 
with dependents from $2,700 to $3,000. . 
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I think it is manifest that since the time when these limits were placed on 
income, the shrinkage in purchasing + pte of the dollar has been such as to fully 
warrant this increase. alism, and common need demands it, and I sincerely 
hope the committee will approve a measure to effect this needed change. 


Howarp W. Rosison, Member:of Congress. 
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TEsTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN Hocan BEFORE THE VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
CoMMITTEER IN Support or H.R. 102 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased for the opportunity to testify in support of my 
roposal, H.R. 102, which I introduced early in this session of the Congress, in 
behalf of World War I veterans. It is needed legislation and has been simply 
authored without restrictive provisions that would require costly administration. 
I propose, gentlemen, a monthly pension of $100 to all honorably discharged 
World ar I veterans. I submit that the elimination of costly medical exami- 
nations and the mountainous task of investigating the claims submitted under 
the present law, involving endless administrative paperwork, will offset the cost 
of the implementation of my proposal. The tax dollar will then be put directly 
into the pocket of World War I veterans where it rightfully belongs. 

While I concede that no pension plan will ever be 100 percent fair, and that 
there will always be arguments that undue advantage is taken by certain recip- 
ients of any Government benefit, I believe my proposal is more nearly equitable 
than any yet submitted to afford the World War I veteran the help he needs 
and deserves. 

Statistics indicate that there are approximately 2,800,000 World War I vet- 
erans living today. The high mortality rate of approximately 100,000 a year 
warns that if something is to be done for this group of Americans, now is the 
time—not when their number has dwindled to a mere handful due to a large 
extent to lack of the necessities of life which have been denied them. Certai 
the present rate of pension is wholly inadequate to meet any individual’s need 
in this era of spiraling economy. 

We have bent over backward, and justly so, to give the World War II veteran 
(and I am a World War II veteran speaking with the tongue of experience) and 
the Korean veteran and their survivors a GI bill of rights with privileges and 
benefits. The Congress considered it a privilege and a duty to render this aid to 
the fine men and women who valiantly answered their Nation’s callto arms. Why 
= _— recognize our responsibility, then, to the forgotten heroes of World 

ar 

Whether service was for a limited period or for the duration of the war, the 
World War I veterans served their country aly after sacrificing home and job. 
You will recall, many of you, that World War I veterans were not afforded the 

tection of a GI bill that allowed them to return to their former employment. 

ey willingly and unquestioningly left their homes, farms and businesses—their 
economic security—to take up arms for their country. They have asked little 
of their Government in return but rather have shouldered the tax responsibility 
for World War II and the Korean conflict without hesitation. 

This same veteran is now getting along in years. Few are covered by social 
security and find themselves no longer physically able to work or secure employ- 
ment. He deserves the same consideration as has been given the veterans before 
him. The action of the Congress in the matter of recognizing their responsibility 
along these lines has been too long delayed. We are generous Americans and a 
proud people and a great country. I challenge each and’ every individual on this 
responsible committee to honor the World War I veterans with this consideration 
which is, to my mind, long overdue. 

I sincerely hope and strongly urge—I respectfully beg—favorable consideration 
to my proposal, H.R. 102, that the measure might be reported out of committee. 
The Congress should be given an opportunity to vote on the measure. 


Srarement 1n Support or PENsION BENEFITS FOR 
VETERANS BY THE HonorRABLE Coap 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am especially grateful for this 
opportunity which you have afforded me to make a statement in behalf and in 
support of my bill, H.R. 7334 and other similar legislation which would improve 
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and modernize the present system of non-service-connected pensions for World 
War I veterans. 

I introduced H.R. 346 and later H.R. 7334 because in my considered judgment 
we have long passed the time for merely mouthing our praises and admiration for 
these embattled veterans and their widows. 

We have-long passed the point where the fine laws eee for World War I 
veterans’ pensions do an adequate job in expressing the deep and sincere appre- 
peers which the American people hold for these veterans who fought the enemy 
and won. 

We must take a stern new look at the existing pension laws for these veterans 
for times have most certainly changed since the time the first World War I pension 
check was issued. What was a suitable token of esteem from the ‘American 
people at that time has been eroded until today the remaining veterans cannot 
make ends meet with their monthly check. 

Letters which I have received in connection with veterans’ legislation indicate 
a strong feeling that World War I veterans, ‘‘are being pushed around in their old 
age, and are not being given the same consideration as the Spanish American or 
the Civil War veterans have received in their declining years.” This ag (ae to 
reflect a growing awareness by at least the people from the Sixth Iowa Dorm 
which I represent, that these veterans are aging and many have already p 
from this life which makes it imperative that action be taken now to enhance their 
well-earned pensions. 

My bill provides for a pension in the amount vf $100 per month for a World 
War I veteran who qualifies for this pension under the law and increases the 
amount he can earn through outside income to $1,800 if single or $3,000, if he is 
married. Further, my: bill prpredes for a $25 increase in the pension paid to 
widows of veterans of World War I and increases the income limitations appli- 
cable to the payment of the pension to the same level as cited above for the 
veterans. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I urge you to give your most serious 
consideration to the provisions of this bill.'.which I feel would be an appropriate 
showing of America’s appreciation for the sacrifices and hardships suffered by 
these veterans in the firet world conflict, testing the strength and solidarity of 
our democracy against the tyranny of + one I believe that the American 
people want to show their gratitude in full measure. . 
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Rererence Service, Lirrary or Concress 
THE PROVISION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR VETERANS 
An ANALysis oF Masor 1862-1954 
INTRODUCTION 


Men who have served under arms in America as far back as 1636 have been 
designated under certain prescribed and varying conditions to be eligible for 
public assistance. The Plymouth colony specifically provided that any man who 
should be sent forth as a soldier and returned maimed should be maintained by 
the colony from that time forward. From the early colonial authorities to the 
present time, formally constituted governments have enacted laws or adopted 
provisions making benefits available for veterans and their dependents. 

Legislation by the U.S. Congress dealing with veterans, passed prior to the 
Civil War, is of interest today primarily because of the precedents which were 
established. Because many aspects of contemporary veterans’ legislation so 
closely resemble and are related to similar problems of bygone wars and cam- 

aigns, it may prove helpful to an understanding of present legislation to review 
riefly its course of development. For example, early pension legislation enacted 
-during and following the Revolutionary War involved many of the same conditions 
which were to be faced many years later in the struggle for adoption of subsequent 
nsion laws. In the administration of pension regulations, still further simi- 
rities were to be noted between the execution of the laws in effect in 1790 and 
the statutes of 1920 and 1950. 


Origins of public assistance for veterans 


During the early settlement of America, it was found weceaeey by the colonial 
authorities to promise pensions to those men who might suffer physical disability 
in order to encourage enlistment in the local militia, In their constant struggle 
with the Indians, the Colonies generally found it difficult to raise sufficient 
numbers of troops and so were forced to offer special inducements in order to 
oo the usually small companies which ventured out to engage the Indians 
in battle. 

The General Assembly of Maryland, in 1661, when taking steps to organize an 
urgently needed company to oppose the Indians, enacted a measure which read 
in ond “that every person that shall adventure as a Souldier in any warre in the 
defence of the Country and shall therein happen to be maymed or receive hurt, 
shall according to his place and Quallity, receive mayntenance from the Country 
according to his disability for mayntayning him selfe.”” In subsequent records 
-of the colony, this act was referred to as “the perpetual law of the Province.”’ 

Seventeen years later, in 1678, the Maryland militia law was amended, in an 
extremely forward-looking manner for those times. Yearly pensions from the 
public levy were promised the volunteers who should be so injured while in the 
service of the Province as to be incapable of self-support. The amount of the 
allowance so made was determined by the seriousness of injury and was made 
effective for the duration of the disability. The noteworthy feature of this law 
was the specific provision made for the widows and orphans of those killed in the 
defense of the colony. The law stated: 

“Every person Slaine in the service of the Province & leaveing behind him a 
wife and Children such wife and Children shall alsoe be allowed a Competent 
pension the wife during her widdowhood and the Children till they be of yeares 
able to gett their Liveings or be putt out apprentices And that this pension shall 
be yearely Rated and allowed out of the Publick Levy as aforesaid by a Generall 
assembly the party petitioning for such pension and allowance procureing a 
Certificate from the Commissioners of the County Court where he shee or they 
live that he she or they are Objects of Charity & deserve to have such pension 
and allowance.”’ ! 

The Virginia colony in 1675 stated in her act for defense against the Indians 
“that due consideration shalbe had by the grand assembly of the indigent ffamilies 
of such as happen to be slaine, and of the persons and ffamilies of those who shalbe 
maimed and disabled in this warr.’”’ In the following year, the law was extended 
in its coverage of maimed and disabled soldiers so that the injured would be 
“maintained by the publique by an annuall pension dureing their lives, and 
dureing the time of such their disabilitie.”’ 


1 Archi f M of assembly, 1 cited in G William H. Federal 
aryland 1678-83, 58, lasson, 


proceedings 
ensions in the United States, Oxford University Press, 1918, pp. 15-16, 
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Rhode Island in 1718 adopted even more advanced ideas in its legislation for 
service pensions. In fact, some of the features incorporated in this early measure 
compare favorably with basic provisions of Federal laws enacted even two cen- 
turies later. The act provided comprehensive coverage not only for every 
officer, soldier, or sailor who served in the colony’s armed forces, but also for the 
wives, children, parents, and other relations who had been dependent upon the 
slain serviceman. The physically disabled were to have their wounds carefully 
tended and healed at the colony’s expense, while in the meantime an annual 
pension was provided him out of the general treasury, sufficient for the mainte- 
nance of himself and family, or other dependent relatives. The yearly pensions 
provided by the general assembly for the dependents of the deceased were to be 
sufficient in the assembly’s judgment “until such Wife, Children, Parents or 
other Relations shall happen to Die or be able to Subsist or Maintain themselves.” 

The general picture of colonial pension legislation in the remaining jurisdictions 
was similar in most respects to that already noted. The important observation 
to be made is that ag far back as our colonial period of development, the experience 
of the several legislatures and governing bodies furnished precedents for the 
yeh ot gro of our extensive national pension system for veterans of our 
Armed Forces. 

Among the more significant differences between our early and recent provisions 
for veterans are those involving the extent of injury and the degree of dependence 
of those taken under public care, The wound or injury sustained by the early 
serviceman had to be sufficiently serious to render him incapable of earning a 
livelihood. In order for any dependent to qualify for a pension, such dependent 
would have to state and prove indigent circumstances. Another conspicuous 
‘difference was in reference to the amount of pension paid. In the early years, 
the rates of pension payments were not predetermined. Each case was indi- 
vidually considered. 

Although the adequacy of the provisions made for veterans and their dependents 
is now difficult to measure, Glasson in his Federal Military Pensions in the United 
‘States expressed the view that sundry references in the colonial records to pen- 
sioners and payments of pensions showed that the laws must have been effective 
to a considerable degree. 

Federal provisions for veterans prior to 1862 

The first national pension law was pa by the Continental Congress on 
August 26, 1776. The resolutions authorizing this pension were subsequently 
made retroactive to April 19, 1775.2. The law was in line with the precedent set 
-during the earlier colonial period, for the members of the committee which framed 
the law recalled with what difficulty sufficiently large bodies of men could be 
persuaded to enlist. Since the power and resources of the Continental Congress 
were inadequate, the subsequent execution of the national pension system had to 
be left to the individual States which were to make payments on account of the 
United States. A wide variation was consequently observed in the extent to 
which the States carried out the provisions of the law. Every officer, soldier, or 
‘sailor losing a limb in any engagement or being so disabled in the service of the 
United States as to render him incapable of earning his livelihood was promised 
half pay for life or during disability. 

The burden of payment was subsequently assumed by the new U.S. Govern- 
ment. The First Congress in September 1789 provided for the continuance of 
the original national pension law for a Pept of l year. Further l-year extensions 
were made until Congress finally voted to continue the payments for the life of the 
pensioners. 

The first national pension law which provided for the widows and orphans of 
‘personnel who died while in service was the resolution of August 24, 1780. This 
was actually an extension of the resolution of May 15, 1778, which provided half 
pay for 7 years after conclusion of the war to all commissioned officers who con- 
tinued in the service of the United States to the end of the war. 

Although several other measures were passed prior to 1818, including favorable 
action on George Washington’s recommendation that all officers who should 
continue in service to the end of the war should be entitled to half pay during life, 
and the Commutation Act of 1783, which also was concerned with officers’ pen- 
sions, the next noteworthy legislation was the Revolutionary service pension law 
of March 18, 1818 (3 Stat. 410). 

This act of 1818, which had been the subject of extended and heated debates in 
‘Congress, introduced a new principle into national pension legislation. Prior to 


2U.8. Congress. House. Committee on Pensions. Chronological résum& of veterans’ laws 
‘Cong., Ist sess., January 1929), p. 1. 
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this time, disability was the firm requirement for the payment of any pension. 
With the new law, mere service in the Armed Forces, together with poverty, 
became both substitute and supplementary requirements for entitlement to. 
pensions, 

The principal provisions of the law of 1818 specified that commissioned officers 
were eligible to receive $20 per month and noncommissioned personnel $8 per 
month for life. The requirements to be met by-successful applicants were a 
minimum service of 9 months, a resident citizenship of the United States, and, as 
the result of insufficient income, actual need of financial aid. 

A violent storm of protest in all quarters of the Nation soon arose over the 
liberal provisions of this law. The primary impetus to the dissatisfaction, how- 
ever, was due to a severe decline in the financial structure of the country. Inm-. 
mediately prior to the enactment df this act, Federal revenues had been more than 
abundant. From 1818 to 1821, however, widespread financial crises were oc- 
casioned by an extensive business decline. Alleged flagrant abuses were given 
national publicity and numerous charges of misrepresentation of personal wealth 
on the part of some veterans was made in many areas. The sequel to a congres-. 
sional investigation was remedial action by Congress which followed in 1820 and. 


in 1823. Thousands of pensions were rescinded when individuals failed to measure- 


up to stringent regulations made prerequisite by law for eligibility. Many others 
found it extremely difficult to qualify within the letter of the law and abandoned 
their claims. 

Congress adopted a “pure service’’ pension schedule for the Revolutionary War 
survivors on June 7, 1832. This measure introduced another new principle to 
pension legislation. Up to this time, two basic requirements bad to be met in 
qualifying for pensions. The first one, in point of time, was disability; the second,, 
service and poverty. The act of 1832 granted those veterans who had completed 
a minimum cumulative service of 2 years, full pay for life according to rank. 
The 2 years need not.have been served in one tour of duty. The maximum amount 
to be paid was the equivalent of a captain’s pay. . Those who had a total service 
of less than 2 years, but over 6 months, were entitled to an annuity which was 
proportional to the length of service, the maximum payment being based upon 2 


years’ service while the minimum payment of 25 percent of the full pay was for 6. 


months’ duty. 

Following the service pension act of 1832, no major legislation of any conse- 
quence was passed for the benefit of Revolutionary War veterans. 

Disability pensions for the veterans of the War of 1812 were based on the 
invalid pension provisions made for the Regular Army by an act of 1802. Promise: 
of the pension was made in the various acts which were passed for the purpose of 
raising troops. By the act of April 24, 1816, allowances for disabled veterans: 
were increased and half-pay pensions were granted for 5 years to widows and 
orphans of soldiers of the War of 1812. National service pensions for the 1812’ 
veterans were not provided until 1871. 

Disability pension laws for the survivors of the Indian wars were passed from 
time to time. Congress generally extended the provisions of existing pension 
laws to those disabled in the various Indian campaigns and also to the widows. 
and orphans of the slain. The act of July 14, 1862, included provisions for persons 
disabled in Indian wars and campaigns and for dependent relatives of those who 
died as a result of such service. The first service pension in behalf of the partici- 
pants in the Indian wars was not adopted by Congress until July 27, 1892. It 

anted a pension of $8 per month to veterans who had been in the service of the 

nited States for 30 days in certain specified Indian wars between 1832 and 1842. 
The payment of $8 applied both to officers and enlisted men and to their un- 
remarried widows. Later legislation extended the years covered by the Indian 
wars. 

Congress followed a similar pattern in the case of the Mexican War as it had 
done for the War of 1812. The act of May 13, 1846, which authorized the Presi- 
dent to recruit volunteers, also provided that those injured or disabled in the serv- 
ice would be entitled to the same pension provisions as were the regular troops. 
Subsequent major legislation was not passed until after the Civil War. In the 
present report, such laws will be discussed in chronological sequence under the 
general subject where applicable. 


Major legislation since 1862 
Although most of the legislation concerning veterans passed by Congress 
between 1862 and 1898 was in reference to the Civil War, a number of important 


acts were passed which dealt with prior wars and engagements. Beginning with 
the favorable congressional action which had taken place on the invalid pension 
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resolution of August 1776, the passage in March 1878 of the final bill providing 
pensions for widows of Revolutionary War veterans concluded more than a 
century of legislation passed for the benefit of servicemen of the Revolution and 
their dependents. During this span of more than 100 years, new and revised 
doctrines relating to service personnel were being introduced and accepted, with 
the result that increasingly liberal provisions were enacted by Congress. 

Other important legislation from 1862 to 1898, except what had been occasioned 
by the Civil War, involved service pensions for the Mexican War veterans, in- 
creasing amounts of pensions paid for both disability and normal military service, 
abolishing of the requirement of loyalty during the Civil War on the part of the 
War of 1812 pensioners as a requisite for receiving regular pension payments, 
and the unusual but highly significant ‘‘consolidation act” of March 3, 1873. 
This act was noteworthy because of the changes it introduced in the method of 
rating disabilities, and because it served to codify the then currently effective 
pension legislation. 


Mr. Dorn. Now does anyone else have anything to say or present 
to the committee? 

If not, the committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock in the 
morning when the hearings will be continued. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, June 10, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY JUNE 10, 1959 


Hovust or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in room 
son House Office Building, Hon. Olin E. Teague (chairman) 

residing. 
The CuarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

Our first witness this morning will be Mr. John W. Mahan, com- 
mander in chief, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. MAHAN, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, VET- 
ERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Manan. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to say that I appre- 
ciate this. opportunity on behalf of the Veterans of Foreign Wars to 
express our viewpoint in relation to the pension program, and also 
to say that this will probably be my last appearance before this com- 
mittee as the commander in chief of the Vases of Foreign Wars, 
and for the record I would like to state that I appreciate personally 
and for my organization the many courtesies and kindnesses given 
us this year by this committee. feel that this committee and its 
chairman have done everything in their power to make it possible to 

resent to the Congress of the United States the viewpoints of the 
Saou of Foreign Wars on all topics relating to veterans’ affairs, 
and we sincerely thank this committee for that opportunity. 

It has been my unique privilege as somemaian in chief of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars to make my headquarters for the past 6 
months in basse. ‘sm in the furtherance of major objectives of our 
organization, including liberalization of the existing pension program 
for veterans. It was necessary for business and family matters for 
me to return to my home city of Helena, Mont., around the end of 
May. Iam also confronted with constant demands upon my time to 
visit other States and units of our organization. I was fortunate to 
be able to set aside the dates of June 9 and 10 for a hurried visit to 
Washington so that I might appear before a special Senate committee 
on the question of a standing Senate Veterans Committee and if 
possible to discuss before your distinguished committee the subject of 
pensions if hearings were being held at the time of my visit at this 
time, as they are today. 

The Cuatrman. John, when is your national convention? 

Mr. Manan. August the 29th to September the 4th, Mr. Chairman. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars has long considered the payment of 
pensions to disabled and: adits war veterans and the widows and 
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orphans of deceased war veterans as one of the cornerstones of the 
veterans’ benefit program. There are some who question whether 
the Federal Government has any obligation to provide assistance to 
war veterans because of non-service-connected disability or age, as 
well as to the widows and orphans. of veteraris who died from causes 
other than a service-connected disability. The VFW believes that a 
war veteran rendered service to his country above and beyond the 
normal responsibility of citizenship and that said veteran and his 
widow and orphan are entitled to special consideration if they are 
in need of a helping hand. 

Pensions for those who have served in the military forces of any 
nation in wartime are about as old as the history of mankind. The 
early day colonists in the United States followed this age-old tradition 
of recognizing for special consideration the services of those members 
of the Colony who defended the lives and property of the colonists 
from wild beasts and Indians. It was decreed that, if because of 
disability or age, said colonists were no longer able to adequately care 
for themselves and their families, they should be cared for at the ex- 
pense of the Colony. The pension pattern established by our Found- 
ing Fathers has been generally followed in varying degrees through 
the historical years of our Nation. Generally speaking, the concept 
of a veteran’s pension has been to provide dignified Government as- 
sistance rather than charity to those who have served their country 
above and beyond the normal responsibility of citizenship. The 
interpretation of need and the generosity of the pension payments have 
varied with changing times. ; 

The concept of income limitations governing the payment of pen- 
sions to war veterans and widows and orphans of deceased war veterans 
is comparatively recent in pension history. Pensions payable to 
vetersns of the Union Army of the Civil War and their widows, as 
well as to the veterans and widows of the Spanish American War, were 
paid largely as a reward for special service rendered when disability 
or old age caught up with them—regardless of income. In fact, the 
records indicate that veterans of the Spanish American War who were 
successful businessmen, professional men, or legislators received their 
en regardless of income and/or property holdings. The income 
imitation concept to pay pensions on a specific needs basis came into 
being as a result of the Economy Act of 1933. 

World War I veterans were, therefore, the first group to be sub- 
jected to the criterion of income limitations. Later the act govern- 
ing pension payments for World War I veterans was amended to in- 
clude World War II veterans and subsequently Korean veterans. 
Consequently, under existing pension law World War I, World War 
II, and Korean veterans are beneficiaries of the same pension program 
while the Spanish-American War veterans receive their pension under 
a separate program. There are many who believe that a disservice 
was rendered World War I veterans when their Pension Act was 
amended to include World War II and Korean veterans. Grouping 
these millions of veterans of the three wars together has made it ex- 
tremely difficult to provide a more generous pension for World War I 
veterans in their declining vears. 7 

The VFW has shared, to a large extent, the theory that the aging 
group of World War I veterans should have a separate pension pro- 
gram of their own comparable to same consideration given to veterans 
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of the Civil War and to veterans of the Spanish-American War. For 
that reason the VFW, for several years, has advocated a separate and 
liberalized program for the aging group of World War I veterans with 
the belief that as our economy and social progress expands, the World 
War I veterans may be the last group of any substantial number of 
veterans who will need generous pension assistance. It is antici- 
pated that veterans now under 50 years of age, barring unexpected 
disability, will be reasonably cared for at retirement age through pri- 
vate and public retirement programs and/or social security. Most of 
the pleas for an improved pension program come from World War I 
veterans and their families and friends. A separate, liberalized pen- 
sion program for the aging group of World War I veterans would 
silence, for years to come, pension agitation. 

Recent national conventions of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, in- 
cluding the one last year, have adopted varying resolutions on the 
subject of pensions for veterans. Recognizing the possibility that 
the present session of Congress might consider liberalizing the existin 
pension program and confronted by the fact that the VF W had severa 
pension resolutions, some of which appear to be inconsistent, I re- 

uested and received permission from the VFW National Council of 

dministration to use my best judgement, based on consultations with 
our national staff and national and department officers in recommend- 
ing and/or agreeing to the best possible pension liberalization that I 
could obtain. Armed with this authority and in consultation with our 
national staff and other interested veterans, I have earnestly at- 
tempted to reconcile the demands of our national conventions with the 
realities of administration and congressional hacen to arrive at a 
solution that might be generally acceptable. I realize from experience 
that any compromise | might approve will not be satisfactory to the 
extremists at both ends of the pension tug-of-war. Those veterans who 
want a substantial pension without any strings attached or with extra 

enerous income limitations will not be happy, while those who take a 

im view of pensions for the non-service-connected veterans will 
consider my recommendations as being toc generous. 

I have noted with interest the first pension study bill identified as 
H.R. 6432 which was introduced by the distinguished chairman of 
this committee by request, and I have been briefed on this bill on 
several occasions by members of our Washington staff. I recognize 
there are some meritorious features in this bill, such as the increases in 
monthly payments which would affect a substantial number of those 
who are presently on the pension rolls and the good intentions of the 
bill to provide more generously for those veterans who have the least. 
I have been unable to persuade myself, however, that the provisions 
of H.R. 6432 would meet the VFW concept of a veterans pension; 
which is “a dignified supplement to a substandard income.” My 
principal objections to HR 6432 are that it would change the concept 
of a veterans pension from a “dignified supplement to a substandard 
income” to something based on public welfare standards. Instead of 
increasing the present income limitations which are already serving 
as a bar to obtaining a dignified supplement to a substandard income, 
H.R. 6432 would further reduce the income limitations and in the 
future would place veterans on a par with persons seeking private 
charity or public welfare based on the “old county poorfarm” 
standards. 
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I agree that the present abrupt income limitation cutoffs of $1,400 
and $2,700 per annum are inequitable and there should be a reasonable 
escalator income device to provide a graduated scale of pension pay- 
ments from a substandard level up to a reasonable income beyond 
which pension payments would not be actually required. Delegates 
to our recent national conventions have, year after year, demanded 
that the present income limitations of $1,400 and $2,700 governing 
the payment of pensions to veterans without dependents and veterans 
with dependents be substantially increased. The resolutions have 
most frequently established amounts of $1,800 and $3,000 as reason- 
able limitations, but in some instances resolutions have requested 
limitations as high as $2,400 for veterans without dependents and 
$3,600 for veterans with dependents. Consequently, I point out to 
the committee that the principal agitation over the pension issue, 
insofar as our organization is concerned, has been to increase the 
income limitations so that veterans and widows with substandard 
incomes in today’s economy would be eligible to receive a dignified 
pension supplement to their substandard incomes. 

Study bill H.R. 6432 provides a $390 income limitation which would 
enable an otherwise eligible veteran with no dependents to receive a 
maximum monthly pension of $85 and a $840 income limitation which 
would permit an otherwise eligible veteran with one dependent to 
receive a8 maximum pension payment of $90 per month. This is a 
sharp rebuff to the agitation in our organization for a liberalization of 
the pension program. I cannot, in compliance with my oath of office 
and my obligation to the comrades of my organization, accept such 
meager income limitations as are proposed in H.R. 6432. Nor can I 
accept an escalator device which proposes five stepdown rates of pay- 
ment applying to most veterans and the widows and orphans of vet- 
erans ranging down to $10 per month, or the proposed seven step- 
down payments ranging down to $40 per month which applies to 
veterans who are blind or so badly disabled as to need regular aid and 
attendance. We believe the use of five or seven escalator payments 
would create an administrative headache for the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and would keep the veteran with a fluctuating income in a 
state of constant reporting of income throughout any given year to 
make sure that he was on the right step and was not being overpaid 
or underpaid. 

The VFW, in accepting the principle of an escalator device, believes 
the best interests of the Government and the veteran will be served 
by having no more than three escalator payments tied to three in- 
come limitations. I am pleased to note that a pending new draft 
proposal by this committee which has not yet been printed supports 
the principle of three steps of income limitations and three steps of 
monthly payments as recommended by the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
Prior to preparation of this pending new committee pension draft, I 
had instructed my staff to draft some counterprovisions to the pro- 

osals in the study bill, H.R. 6432. These counterprovisions would 
be very close to any compromise which I felt that I could make under 
the authority granted me by the VFW National Council of Admin- 
istration. The counterprovisions which were drafted had my ap- 
proval and were submitted to the chairman of this committee for 
study and consideration in the draft of any committee substitute for 
H.R. 6432. While the provisions of the pending committee draft 
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are substantially below, in some instances, the counterprovisions which 
the VFW submitted, T want to congratulate the committee and the 
committee staff for the improvement which has been made over 
H.R. 6432. I recognize that a fixed Administration estimate of the 
amount of money which could be made available for an improved 
pension program may have required downward modifications below 
those which the VFW proposed. 

The most serious area of disagreement between the pending com- 
mittee draft and the VFW counterprovisions are the first steps in the 
income limitations and the maximum rate of pension payments 
provided. It is noted the pending committee draft would place the 

t step of the income limitation for a veteran without dependents 
at $600 and a maximum payment of $85 per month and for veterans 
with one or more dependents a limitation of $1,000 with a maximum 
payment of $90 a month. At the risk of bringing down the wrath of 
members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, I had been willing to 
compromise on a first step limitation of $1,200 with a maximum $100 
monthly payment for the veteran without dependents, and a first 
step limitation of $2,400 with a maximum payment of $100 for a 
veteran with one dependent including a provision that $10 monthly 
be added for each dependent above one up to a maximum of $30. 

It is further noted that the pending committee draft would provide 
a second step limitation up to $1,200 with a monthly pension payment 
of $70 and a third step limitation up to $1,800 with a monthly pension 

ayment of $40 for the otherwise eligible veteran without dependents. 

t is also noted that where the veteran with dependents are involved 
the second income limitation step would be up to $2,000 with a 
monthly payment of $75 while the third step would have a top limi- 
tation of $3,000 with a monthly payment of $45. Here again there is 
some but less decrepeney between the VFW proposals and the com- 
mittee draft. The VFW proposed a second step limitation up to 
$1,500 with a monthly payment of $75 and a third step limit of $1,800 
with a monthly payment of $50 for the veteran with no dependent. 
Where the veteran with dependents is involved, the second step limi- 
tation would be up to $2,700 with a monthly payment of $75, while the 
third step would be up to a limit of $3,000 with a monthly payment 
of $50. In each step an additional monthly payment of $10 would be 
added for each dependent above one up to a maximum of $30. 

I urge the committee to give sanebed. consideration to the figure of 
$100 which the Veterans of Foreign Wars has recommended as the 
beginning or top amount of pension payments, except for those 
veterans in need of regular aid and attendance, and widows and 
orphans. Whether we can agree, there is something magical in this 
figure of $100. In my travel and conversations concerning the need 
for a liberalized pension program, the mention of $100 as a pension 
figure is used in the majority of instances. Inclusion of the $100 
top rate, with the exceptions previously mentioned, would go far 
toward creating an atmosphere of satisfaction and would minimize 
to a great extent the constant and growing agitation concerning the 
pension issue. 

The Cuarrman. John, right there, I would like to tell you that the 
greatest point of disagreement by the Bureau of the Budget downtown 
was the same point you have made, except in a completely opposite 
direction, 
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Mr. Manan. Thank you. ] 
With the permission of the chairman, I would like to insert in the 
record at this time the VFW recommendations with respect to income 

and rate. 

The CuarrMan. Without objection, it may. be received. 

(The recommendations referred to are as follows:) 1 

Exuisit A 

Pension income and rate recommendations of the veterans of foreign wars ‘ 

I 

(A) VETERAN, NO DEPENDENTS (B) VETERAN WITH DEPENDENTS 

Income Income 

Pension Pension 

More than— | But equal to or More than— But equal to or 

less than— less than— 

$1, 200 $100 $2, 400 $100 | 
1, 500 75 || 2, 700 75 
1, 800 80 || 3, 000 50 


Above rates increased $75 per month for aid and attendance. 
(C) WIDOW, NO CHILDREN 


(D) WIDOW WITH CHILDREN 


Income Income 
Pension Pension 
More than— | But equal toor More than— But equal to or 
less than— less than— 
$1, 200 $60 $2, 400 $60 
1, 500 2, 700 45 
1, 800 30 3, 000 30 


Rates for tables (b) and (d) to be increased $10 per month for each additional 
child up to a maximum of $30. 
II. Rates for children of war veterans: 
1. (a) No widow and one child, $35 per month, whose annual income 
(excluding earned income) does not exceed $1,800 per year. 

(6) No widow and two children, $50 per month, whose annual income 
(excluding earned income) does not exceed $3,000 a year. 

(ce) No widow and three children, $65 per month, whose combined 
annual income (excluding earned income) does not exceed 
$3,000; additional $15 for each additional child. 

2. Child whose mother (former widow of the veteran) has remarried. 


Same income limitations as above. 
III. All income should be counted as income, with the following exclusions: 
1. Up to a maximum of $10,000 of any kind of life insurance. 
. Payments on account of age, disability, or death by the VA. 
. The first $1,200 of the spouse’s income, if said income is available to 
the veteran, otherwise none of the spouse’s income to be included. 
Fire insurance policy proceeds. 
Public or private relief donations. 
. Six months’ death gratuity. 
Payments, equal to veteran’s contributions, under public or private 
retirement programs 
. Lump-sum death payments to widows by Social Security Adminis- 
tration. 
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IV. Oppose reduction of pension gerne to $30 per month to competent 
veterans while being furnished hospital or domiciliary care by the Veterans 
Administration or institutional care by any political subdivision. 

V. Savings clause. 

Mr. Manan. In many respects the pending committee draft is 
largely in agreement with the recommendations of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. We strongly endorse the array, Tce draft 

rovision for equalization of parity which places World War II and 

orean widows on the same eligibility basis which applies to widows 

of World War I. This has been a longstanding major objective of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars. We are pleased to note that the 
pending committee draft excludes the first $1,200 of a working spouse’s 
income as a part of the income limitation. We believe it would be 
contrary to our American concept of industry and ingenuity if we 
imposed a complete penalty upon a disabled and needy veteran be- 
cause his wife is trying to help out a meager family budget by working. 
However, if the wife’s earnings or income is not available for the use 
of the veteran, no part of such income should be included in the 
limitations. We also note with approval that the pending committee 
draft would exclude from a widow’s income limitation the cost of the 
last illness and the burial expenses of the veteran husband, together 
with payment of any just debts which were left by the veteran at 
the time of his death, and proceeds from fire insurance. The VFW 
had proposed that life insurance, either Government or commercial, 
up to $10,000 be excluded as widow’s income. It may be that the 
exclusion of the costs of the last illness, plus the costs of the funeral, 
together with any unpaid bills, as an exclusion from widow’s income, 
would serve a somewhat similar purpose. 

It is also noted that the pending committee draft proposes a savings 
or “grandfather”? clause which would protect those veterans and 
widows presently on the pension rolls to the extent that they could 
remain under the present pension provisions or make claim under the 
new provisions, if advantageous. The VFW strongly supports such 
a savings clause. 

Mr. Hatry. Just for clarification, Mr. Commander, in the state- 
ment you made about 10 lines back, you say: 

Together with payments of any just debts which were left by the veteran at the 
time of his death and proceeds from fire insurance. 

What do you mean by “proceeds from fire insurance’’? 

Mr. Kercuum (Omar B. Ketchum, director, national legislation and 
rehabilitation service, VFW). Well, Mr. Haley, suppose the widow 
may have a fire and her property is covered by fire insurance, It is 
necessary to replace the loss occasioned by the fire. It would be 
manifestly unfair to the widow to say that that fire insurance is a part 
of her income, and deny her the pension, because she has to use it to 
repair the home. That was the point we were trying to make. 

r. Hatey. Well, at this particular time, are proceeds from fire 
insurance counted as income in any manner whatsoever? It is a loss 
that you would not even include in your income tax return. 

Mr. Ketrcuum. Mr. Haley, the bill specified, at the beginning of 
the section—the pending committee draft, which has not yet been 
printed, and which we were privileged to take a look at, that— 
all income received by a veteran or a widow shall be included, for limitation 
purposes, with the exception of * * * 
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and then there are listed the exceptions. We wanted to make certain 
that income which a widow received as a result of a fire from a fire 
insurance policy that might be $2,000, $3,000, or $4,000, or more 
would not be included as income within the income limitation pur- 
poses. That was all. In excluding certain types of income, we 
wanted to make certain fire insurance proceeds would not count as 
income. It is not counted today, no; but this bill proposes certain 
changes in what will be counted in the future, and therefore we wanted 
to make certain that fire insurance proceeds would not be included 
in the future in determining income for pension entitlement. 

Mr. Hatey. I thoroughly agree with your stand on that, and it is 
a little surprising to me that fire insurance would be at any time 
attempted to be included in income, because as a matter of fact, fire 
insurance is merely a replacement of something that you already own. 

Mr. Kercuvum. I honestly believe, Mr. Haley, under the provisions 
of H.R. 6432, where it says that all income with certain exceptions 
shall be included, and the limitations, fire insurance proceeds would 
have been included unless specifically excepted. 

Mr. Haury. If that is true, at least I want to thank you for bringing 
it to our attention, because certainly I do not think it was ever in- 
tended by any member of this committee that fire insurance would 
be classed as part of income. 

Mr. Mrrenevyi. Omar, I think what you have in mind is that you 
just wanted to see whether that is included in income. 

Mr. Kercuum. We do not want to take any chances. As long as 
they say all income shall be included “except,” we want to make sure 
that fire insurance payments are in there. 

Mr. Hauey. If these things are going to be included, or are in- 
cluded, you might take into consideration losses of all kinds. As a 
matter of fact, replacement by fire, theft, or windstorm, and those 
things, should not be included as income, because they are not income. 
They are merely replacement of a value that has been lost. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Manan. Before concluding, I should like to again discuss the 
philosophy of pensions for veterans, In my travels and conversation 
with people who are not eligible for veteran benefits in general, and 
pensions in particular, I find no objection to the payment of veterans 
pensions except where they have been misled by some unfair criticism 
of the pension program. From time to time metropolitan newspaper 
editorials and feature articles in weekly or monthly periodicals portray 
a frightening but misleading economic picture of the pension program 
for veterans. All too frequently the readers are given the impression 
that any veteran is eligible to receive a pension and that the Veterans’ 
Administration sets the money out in barrels where veterans may walk 
up and help themselves at the expense of the American taxpayers. 
Rarely do any of these editorials or feature articles emphasize the 
requirements under which a World War I, II, or Korean veteran may 
receive a pension, nor do they emphasize the maximum amount of 

ension which can be received. From time to time the press has a 
eld day over a rare pension case where a veteran or his wife may 
have property or assets or income in excess of basic needs with the 
resultant publicity inferring that all veterans are in the same category. 

I want to stress the point that the VFW has long taken the position 

that a veteran’s pension should be considered as a “dignified supple- 
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ment to,a substandard income” and that it is because of the extraor- 
dinary service he has rendered to his country that he is given this 
special recognition. If the requirements for the payment of a pension 
to a veteran are made to parallel the requirements for private charity 
or the public welfare rolls, it would be a farce to t pe & payment as 
a veteran’s pensiou. It would be more honest to boldly and brazenly 
tell veterans to go jump in the lake insofar as special consideration 
is concerned and that they shall be subject to the same rules of public 
welfare that govern all other citizens. We depart from the true 
concept of a veteran’s pension when we seek to tie the payments to the 
same “barebones” income level which would maintain an elderly 
couple in the bare necessities of life. I cannot believe the American 
people are demanding that the Congress economize on the veterans’ 
pension program to the point where only those veterans who are 
destitute shall be eligible to receive what was once dignified as a 
veteran’s pension. 

One theme that seems to run through the editorials and feature 
articles condemning the pension program, is the issue of economy. 
In many of these Stade articles readers are led to believe that 
the veterans’ benefit program in general, and the pension program in 

articular, constitute a serious threat to the future economy of this 

ation. These articles ignore the true facts concerning the cost of 
veteran benefits today in relation to the national income and tax 
receipts. I say with assurance, based on research, that the costs of 
our pension, compensation, and hospitalization program for veterans 
today require a smaller percentage of our national income than a 
program of military pensions required from our national income over 
60 years ago. It might also be pointed out that in the 1890’s veterans 
represented less than 3 percent of the total population while today 
veterans represent approximately 14 percent of the total population. 
Here are some more statistics involving a comparison of veteran 
benefit costs. 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Commander, how do you explain these edito- 
rials? Who inspires them? 

Mr. Manan. How do I explain the editorials? 

Mrs. Rogers. Yes. Who is responsible for the editorials, and what 
is the reason for it? 

Mr. Manan. I read an editorial recently in Time magazine on this 
subject, which to me is a misleading article, in that it would tend to 
make a person that read that article, who knew nothing of the law, 
think that any veteran of the 22 million can receive a pension, which 
of course is far from the truth. 

Mrs. Rogers. Who is responsible for those editorials? 

Mr. Manan. I imagine it is the publishers and the writers, and the 
policies of the magazines and the newspapers, and people that are 
opposed to our program, and people that would like to grab that tax 
dane for some other purpose. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is the real reason. 

Mrs. Rogers. I know you do not feel that a veteran must be 
destitute in order to receive a pension. 

Mr. Ketcuum. No, I do not. I do not think they should be desti- 
tute to receive the pension. 

Mrs. Roaers. They should be in a separate class. 


Mr. Ketcuum. That is right. 
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Mr. Hatzey. Commander, you have not published in your publica- 
tions any of the articles put out by Life or Time magazine, backed by 
a subsidy that has cost the American taxpayer $10 or $11 million in 
order to put those magazines through the mails? 

Mr. Manan. I never have, Congressman. 

In the early 1930’s the cost of veteran benefits absorbed slightly 
more than 30 percent of the total Federal tax receipts while today the 
entire cost of the veteran benefit program absorbs less than 8 percent 
of the total Federal tax receipts. Since fiscal year 1946 the appropria- 
tion for the Veterans’ Administration was reduced from more than $8 
billion to around $4 billion in fiscal year 1953, although it has again 
risen in fiscal year 1960 to somewhat more than $5 billion. Is there 
any other major Federal Government activity which has taken such 
a sharp decline in appropriations in the last 13 years? The truth of 
the matter is that notwithstanding t'1e increasing number of veterans 
in our growing population, it is requiring a smaller percentage of our 
total national income and total Federal tax collections to support the 
cost of the veteran benefit program. Frankly, if comparison is made 
between the growing costs of other activities of Federal Government 
and the decending percentage costs of the veterans benefit program 
the evidence is clear that it is not the veteran benefit program that is 
threatening the national economy. Instead, it seems reasonable to 
insist that in proportion to the number of veterans, additional billions 
could be expended ‘To care for him who shall have borne the battle 
and for his widow, and his orphan.” 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Commander, do you not feel that the Veterans’ 
Administration plan would be very costly to operate? - 

Mr. Mauan. No, I do not believe that a pension liberalization 
would be very expensive to operate. To which bill do you refer, now? 

Mrs. Rocrrs. I meant the original one, the administration original 
bill. The constant survey, I think, would be extremely costly. 

Mr. Manan. We are opposed to so many steps. That is right. 
We feel that all those steps would make an administrative headache. 
And I strongly suggest that if the Veterans’ Administration and the 
entire budget for veterans were wiped out for fiscal year 1960, there 
would be no savings after the first year, and the money heretofore 
spent on veterans would be spent for something else. I suspect that 
most of the complaints about expenditures for veterans stem from 
the ever-growing industry struggle in the competition for Govern- 
ment contracts and a larger share of Federal tax dollars. The so- 
called veterans’ lobby is insignificant when compared to the briefcase 
brigade of manufacturers’ representatives seeking to fulfill Govern- 
ment contract needs. 

In conclusion, may I appeal to the good judgment of this committee 
and to the Congress and to the administration to accept as a minimum 
the compromise provisions which the VFW has submitted as an im- 


portant step toward a sound liberalization of the veterans’ pension . 


rogram. 
’ And on behalf of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank you for giving us the time to come before your fine 
committee. 

The CuatrMan. John, I want to say it has been a pleasure to work 
with you this year. As you know, and I know, it is not easy to repre- 
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sent veterans in Congress. I want to wish you and your good family 
a lot of luck back in Montana. 

Mr. Manan. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions from members of the committee? 

Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Hauey. Unfortunately, I was not here when the commander 
started his presentation. I notice he has two pages of additional data 
that he did not cover, here. 

The Cuarrman. That has been put in. 

Mr. Haxey. It has been put in? Then I withdraw that. 

Mr. Commander, I, too, want to join with the chairman in wishing 
you and your good family all the good things of life. And I presume 
you will be very happy to get back to the State of Montana and enjoy 
a little rest after this year of heading up one of the great veterans 
organizations of the country. 

I note that in your statement, on page 11, Mr. Commander, you 
say that since fiscal year 1946 the appropriation for the Veterans’ 
Administration was reduced from approximately $8 billion to approxi- 
mately $4 billion. 

Mr. Manan. That is right. 

Mr. Hauery. That figure is very significant to me, because that is 
just about the figure that we are now including in our so-called 
mutual security, foreign aid, or giveaway, in which I understand, of 
course, the Congress cannot find out a whole lot about this foreign-aid 
program, and we do not know just where it is going, and I oa not 
think the people who administer it know. But we have heard 
ee rumors that a substantial amount of this so-called foreign 
aid is going to pay the pensions of veterans of other nations. Have 
you heard that generally noised around, that we might be taking care 
of others? 

Mr. Manan. The Chinese? Yes, I understand that. 
_ Mr. Haney. The Chinese. And that we have now reached the 
ee in this country that for the defense of America apparently some 

embers of Congress would rather depend on mercenary soldiers than 
depend on the time-honored custom of our own people fighting our 
battles. Do you think this is a good trend? 

Mr. Manan. No, I do not. I think that your comments are most 
enlightening to point this out. 1 understand that we are paying for 
the retirement of the Chinese soldiers in Formosa. I think it is 
wrong for our country to rely on mercenaries. When Rome did, it 
fell to her enemies and if we do it here we will lose the United States. 

Mr. Hatery. You then agree with me that you would rather have 
one rifle in the hands of a good American soldier to defend his count 
than to have a rifle in the hands of a mercenary soldier, who, after a 
owes no oath of allegiance to this country, and probably in the final 
showdown that rifle would be used against us, a rifle bought with out 
own money? 

Mr. Manan. I thoroughly agree with you, Congressman. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Commander, we had some discussion here yester- 
day, when we had one of the veterans’ organizations before us. And 
they were a little alarmed about the difference there might be between 
for instance, a pension that was granted, just an overall pension, and 
the amount that was received by a disabled veteran. Now, you 
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certainly believe that a man who has been disabled in the service of 
his country should have prior consideration? 

* Mr. Manan. That is true, and a service-connected veteran should 
receive higher consideration, which he does under the compensation 
sa ot I sincerely back this philosophy which I hope will always 

revail. 

2 We do feel, Mr. Haley, that the pension situation around the coun- 
try—I have probably talked to veterans in about 15 States since the 
last time I saw the chairman, and probably 30 States since the last 
time I saw you. I sincerely believe that the figure of $100, if it could 
be included in the pension program, would solve almost all of the 
complaints that are raised in relation to this program; even if it 
trimming somewhere else. 

r. Haury. But that pension, whatever is finally decided upon, 
should be, in your opinion, in addition to any amount that a veteran 
is receiving by reason of his disability from service connection? 

Mr. Kercuum. Under existing law, Mr. Haley, a veteran, if he 
has a service-connected disability, which is compensable, has the 
choice of taking either the compensation or the pension, whichever 
pays the most. And there is some agitation now that a veteran should 

permitted to draw both. So far, our organization, so far as I 
know, has not taken a position that they should receive both the 
pension and the service-connected compensation. 

Mr. Manan. Personally, I would not have any objection to having 
@ veteran receive both, Congressman. 

Mr. Hazy. But you would not want a veteran placed in a situation 

where his pension would be greater than the amount he is now receiv- 
ing for disability, would you? 
. r. Kercnum. Except this—if I may be permitted to answer that. 
You see, in order to be eligible for a pension, you must be rated per- 
manently and totally disabled and unemployable. Now, that is not 
true in the case of all service-connected veterans. Service-connected 
compensable disabilities range from 10 percent up to 100 percent. I 
do not think it would be fair to say that a veteran disabled to the 
extent of 10 percent should receive the maximum amount that would 
be payable to a veteran for a total and permanent non-service-con- 
nected pension. 

In other words, there is considerable difference between the total 
and permanent disabled service-connected veteran and the total and 
permanent non-service-connected veteran. There is a substantial 
difference in the amount of the monetary award payable in either case. 
In addition the unemployability and the income provision do ‘not 
apply in both instances. 

Mr. Hatey. [| also saw a note, Mr. Commander, that you say that 
the World War I veterans may be the last group of any substantial 
number of veterans who would need generous pension assistarce. 
And you anticipate that social security and so forth will take care of 
a great number of World War II and Korean veterans. Of course, 
social security in its original inception, as I understand it, was to 
bring about that happy result, but with the continued spiral of infla- 
tion that we have in this country it just has not done that. So I am 
afraid that you are wrong in the assumption that these pension plans 
and so forth will ultimately take care of the veterans of World War 
II and the Korean conflict. I hope that that is true. 
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‘You will recall that social security in its original inception was 
supposed to take care of some of the relief roll. And it just has not 
worked out that way. And I am afraid that that is what we are 
going to be confronted with in years to come. 

Mr. Manan. That could be true. 

Mr. Hatey. And of course when it comes down to the point where 
22% million veterans must be serviced in some way, we are going to 
have a rather difficult position from the financial standpoint. The 
cost is going to be prohibitively high. 

I want to say just one more word, Mr. Chairman. 

Of course, you have centered your remarks on H.R. 6432, which 
is one extreme, and I believe that 1181 is the other extreme. I am 
sure that your organization realizes that the introduction of 6432 by 
the distinguished chairman of this committee—and I believe in his 
introduction he said it was not his bill but a bill on which to build 
a firm or sound pension plan. 

Mr. Manan. That is what I stated in the first part of my state- 
ment, Mr. Congressman; that it was a study bill; and also that Con- 
gressman Teague introduced it by request. I have made that clear 
in my statement. And we do understand and have made this clear 
to the best of our ability to all our membership throughout the 
country. 

Mr. Hatey. I am glad that you have, because I think that some 
of the criticism that has been leveled at the chairman of this com- 
mittee has not been justified. 

Mr. Manan. It is not just. We agree with you. 

Mr. Haury. And I think as a courtesy to the Executive or the 
VA, if a plan was submitted or a bill was proposed out of courtesy, 
it fe". was his duty to introduce it. And I am glad that he 
did, because it has brought about the discussion that we are having 
here today. And I hope that other organizations will take the same 
attitude that you have, or your organization, I should say, as to the 
introduction of this bill. 

Mrs. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Commander, it is always a very preat joy to hear you, and”we 
6, gomeina your work very much. would like to say how much 
I all through the years have enjoyed working with Mr. Omar Ketchum. 
He and the rest of his staff have been very able and helpful. 

Do you believe, Mr. Commander, that we should blindly follow 
the Administration, the President, in these matters? 

Mr. Manan. No. We have three branches of Government, the 
Congress, the executive, and the judicial. I believe it is the duty of 
Congress to pass the laws and to authorize how much money is going 
to be spent on carrying them out. It is the duty of the administration 
to either agree or disagree with the Congress. If the administration 
disagrees the bill can be vetoed. And if you people feel the Congress 
is right, you have the right to override the veto. I believe today more 
money should be spent for veterans legislation than the administration 
has indicated. I hope that the administration would not veto the 
pension proposal that we have made here today. I sincerely believe 
that a top pension payment of $100 should be considered very sincerely 
and seriously by this committee and urge this feature be incorporated 
in any reported bill. I sincerely believe that the proposed income 
limitations should be increased—particularly the first step, from $600 
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to $1,200. I strongly urge this. If you agree, I believe that our bill 
would not cost more than an additional $300 million. 

Mrs. Rocers. I remember when we passed our so-called pension 
bill some years ago. It was said that the President would veto it, but 
he did not veto it. I believe today he would sign any reasonable 
so-called pension bill. 

Mr. Manan. I believe ours is reasonable and would not be incon- 
sistent with the demands of the times. 

For instance, not too long ago I asked a member of the Department 
of Defense why defense cost so much, and he merely put a dollar out, 
- water on the dollar, and rolled it up, and then the dollar shrunk. 

e said: ‘“That is why it costs so much.” 

It is the same, I believe, here. The dollars become less valuable, 
and we have to consider raising these pension programs especially for 
these fellows that need help so badly. And the pensioners have not 
had an increase for years. 

Mrs. Rocers. I do not believe you like this going into people’s 
business affairs and their wives’ incomes any better than I do. 

Mr. Manan. No. 

Mrs. Rogers. This country is becoming a bow] of goldfish. 

Mr. Manan. With respect to this subject of welfare, I would like 
to make this statement: I tried to get the figures this morning, but 
I was unsuccessful. Your department here in the District of Colum- 
bia would not give them to us. But in my State, my brother is the 
attorney for the welfare department, and I have a little knowledge 
of the welfare situation. If this was a straight welfare measure, I 
believe the amount of money would be greater than even a pension. 

For instance, a woman that has, say, two illegitimate children in 
the District of Columbia or Montana or any place else receives about 
$130 a month. And a man who has an honorable discharge from the 
service, and who is unemployable, disabled, only gets $67. He can 
have two children, and he only gets $67 a month. We wonder what 
is fair, though I realize all children need help. 

I do not think that we are asking for too much, to ask that the 
maximum payment be raised to $100, based on the moral conscience 
of our country. 

I also have found out since I have been in Washington that our 
Government supposedly is supporting one out of every six Italians 
in Italy on a direct aid basis. 86 I do not think that we are requesting 
too much to take care of the veterans of this country, our own citizens. 

Mrs. Rocerrs. I have many Italians in my district. 

ae CuarrMaNn. I think Mr. Mahan was speaking of the Italians 
in Italy. 

oe Bowie. I know he is. But I just want it known that my 
Italians are a very fine group. 

Mr. Smita. Mr. Commander, in your work with this committee, 
and the staff and seeing this proposed new bill, do you have any 
thoughts that this committee or any members of this staff are blindly 
following the administration’s dictates? 

Mr. Manan. I donot. I think this committee has been wonderful 
to work with this year. The staff has been excellent. And I do not 
know of any group of men that I have enjoyed working with more. 
And I think what we are attempting to do, all of us, in our fashion 
is to arrive at a bill that is fair, that will give the veterans a needed 
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raise, and a bill that will be signed by the President, and if he will not 
sign it, if it is a good bill, the Congress will override his veto. 

Mr. Smiru. If the committee feels the figures would be too high 
and would anticipate going along with the bill we anticipate offering, 
and we fight to get that through, then what will be the position of you 
and your organization relative to this particular bill? By that J mean: 
Will you support it? Will your organization support it? Will you 
fight it? Will you say, ‘‘We have done our best ine a pension”? Or 
would you just do nothing and prefer to let the situation stay as it is? 

Mr. Manan. The reason that we are here today, of course, is in 
an attempt to try to sway you to liberalize pensions. You under- 
stand that. 

Mr. SmitH. You have made a very fine argument in that direction. 

Mr. Manan. And we want to help the veterans of this country, 
and we do not want you to forget the veterans of this country. e 
want you to know that. We feel that these men have gone long 
enough without an increase in their pension payments. I think it is 
time they receive one. And I do not want this committee to forget 
this even though you might disagree with us. 

Mr. Smirx. You realize that Mr. Teague mentioned that the 
figures of the Bureau of the Budget were in opposition and much 
lower and that we have two Houses to pass and the President to sign. 
So I was just going to get the idea here whether it is going to be 
worthwhile for me to go ahead and fight in executive session in the 
House, trying to convince my friends not on this committee that the 
should support what this committee has worked out, and even tious 
it is not your top figure, I do not want to do it if we are going to get 
deluged with comments from organizations that the committee does 
nothing, that we are a do-nothing Veterans’ Affairs Committee. We 
have had a lot of it in the last 2 years, and a lot of it on 1181. I got 
some yesterday attacking the chairman as being vicious and com- 
munistic in offering 6432. That is just no good, in my opinion, 
because we have put in a lot of time here to try to help the veteran. 
If I am going to battle this thing, am I going to get some support for 
this bill from your organization, your members, or are you just going 
to say, “It is the best we can get, and I guess we will just have to 
accept it’’? 

Mr. Manan. Naturally, we are going to support you to our fullest 
extent if the final bill that this committee reports is reasonably in 
accord with our requests. And we are not going to attack this com- 
mittee. We have not done it this year, and we are not going to 
start now. We appreciate what you have done. 

Mr. Sarru. I know you have not; but on the bill, which you have 
seen, courtesy having on extended to you, if we are able to satisfy 
that, will that satisfy your organization? 

r. Manan. Truthfully, to be very honest with you, the $600 
limitation would not. e want it higher. And we feel that—I 
myself have been briefed by the Veteran’s Administration and mem- 
bers of this committee and my staff, and we are told that 80 percent 
of the veterans on the rolls earn less than $500 a year. If that is 
true, with a limitation figure of $600, we are not dealing with too 
many people or too much money when we increase the limitation to 
$1,200. That is some of the reasoning why our organization wants 
it to be $1,200. 
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We feel some figures could be lower, to meet the amount of mone 
that you feel this bill can stand, but a figure of $100, we believe, is 
a sort of magical figure. 

Mr. Sirsa. If they do not come out like that, would you rather 
have no legislation at all? 

Mr. Manan. No; I would not. 

Mr. Smirx. You want some legislation? 

Mr. Manan. That is right. I want to help these fellows that need 

some help. 
Mr. Revie: Maybe I could supplement that, Mr. Smith, by 
saying this. Many of our departments, of course, are autonomous 
insofar as their desire for legislation is concerned. If the commander 
should say, for example, that he favors a bill that comes out of this 
committee, or he will accept it, that it does not meet his requirements 
but he will accept it, that he is not going over and fight it, that does 
not necessarily mean, however, that some of our departments will 
not be opposed to it. 

Now, I want to tell you frankly that already two or three of our 
departments are jumping on the commander and jumping on me, 
because they say we are trying to compromise now too far. You 
talk about the chairman getting it. We get it, too. We get it that 
the commander is trying to compromise right now, selling the veterans 
too far down the river, when a is making what I think is a real, 
sound pitch on the overall program. 

As to how far the organization will go, I do not think anyone can 
assure you of that, except that it is up to the commander. He has 
the authority from the national organization to say whether he will 
oppose it in the Senate or go along with it. I do think ‘if the Senate 
holds hearings and the bill that comes out of this committee does not 
meet our requirements, you would not object to us going over and 
asking the Senate to sweeten it up some. I do not think you would 
disagree on that, would you? 

Mr. Smrru. I would not object. My suggestion would be that if 
you were not very careful, you might get it unsweetened. 

Mr. Kercuum. I do not think you would get it unsweetened, as 
you call it, but I do not think there would be any great improvement, 

nowing what we have been encountering for some time. 

I might add this: The commander appeared for approximately 45 
minutes yesterday before a special Senate committee strongly urging 
the establishment of a standing Senate Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. I do not know what is going to happen, but certainly we 
believe they ought to have one. d if so, it would be a great addi- 
tional supplement and help to this committee, if we get one in the 
other Chamber. 

The Cuairman. I would like to say to the members of the com- 
mittee that in my 13 years here I do not believe there has ever been 
a year when the committee, the staff, the veteran groups, everybody, 
has worked harder together trying to work out something, than we 
have this year. I think every group has known exactly what was 
going on all the time. We started out as far apart as the poles, and 
we have gotten down to where at least we are close together. 

' Mr. Gzorcs. I just want to be certain that the record shows that 
if we do complete this work and come out with a bill, you are not 
badgered, or anybody else, on pensions, because if we are, I would 
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just as soon dissolve the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. We work in 
their behalf and do the best we can, and I do not think we ought to 
be badgered if we come out with some improvements. 

Mrs. Rocrrs. Would the gentleman yield? 

I do not suppose, Mr. Commander, you can blame your people out 
in the field for not always going along with you, any more than the 
President should blame us for not going along with him. It is some- 
what the same thing. And your people have got to be allowed to say 
what they think. 

Mr. Manan. We believe in democracy. That is the reason we are 
here today. 

Mr. Samira. That may be very true, Mrs. Rogers. But by the same 
token, this organization has the responsibility, the right, and the 
privilege, to disseminate correct information, cooperation, and the 
results, to their respective members, so that they will have the benefit 
of at least the thinking on the top. The President cannot disseminate 
all that to the people, because they are not an organization, with com- 
manders, and so forth. 

Mrs. Rogers. What you are saying, really, is that you hope the 
commanders will stay with the committees, in effect, because they 
cannot control those in the field, of course. 

Mr. Ketcuum. Mr. Chairman, we should not overlook this one 
thing. And this is so important to the commander in his problem as 
the elected head of the organization and trying to arrive at a reasonable 

compromise. We should not overlook this one point. The existing 
pension program today provides a $1,400 limitation and a $2,700 limi- 
tation, where a veteran who otherwise meets the requirements of the 
bill can receive the maximum pension up to this amount of $1,400 or 
$2,700. 

Now, it is difficult to convince those people that are interested in 

nsions around over the country that if we should agree to an 
initial income limitation of $600, to draw the maximum pension, we 
are thereby improving the pension program. They are saying, in 
effect, even though you can get a smaller payment up to $1,800—they 
are still saying, in effect, ‘Why, under the old law I could draw the 
pension up to $1,400, and you have reduced it down to $600, now, 
to those who come in the future.”” So we have a real problem con- 
fronting us, on this question of income limitations. 

The Cuarmman. That is very true. But this problem has not gone 
that far. The actual problem under 6432 was that veterans believed 
the present pensioners would be cut. Now, there is a “grandfather” 
clause in it, and you are going to get your pension. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is true. But you have got a lot coming on 
behind. It is just like your committee. We are going to take care 
of the first two, but the ones that come in the future, or the ose 
ones, as they grow up, we are going to pay more attention to. e 
have an obligation to those who have not yet applied for the pension. 

The Cuarrman. That is true. But our main problem of communi- 
cation has been, ‘‘You are going to cut my pension.” 

Mr. Kxercuum. Of course, we have tried to explain that is not true 
for those on the rolls. I mean we have tried our best through our 
media of communication to straighten out any misinformation on 
this point. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Mitchell? 
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Mr. Mitcuett. Mr. Commander, I was extremely interested in 
the colloquy between you and the gentleman from Florida concerning 
the mutual security program. I gather from some of these hearings 
that Mr. Haley is not too fond of that program. 

I think that what he was referring to, pensions for the Chinese 
veterans and pay to foreigners—it seems to me he refers to it as a 
VFW program, ‘Veterans of Future Wars.” 

Let me say this, John. I think your statement was excellent, 

articularly in this point. You are recognizing in your statement 
before this committee what this committee is really trying to do, that 
we are trying to build a good pension bill, under the leadership of our 
chairman. And certainly, as the chairman has pointed out, you have 
been most cooperative, you and Omar and the others. And I think 
in sum and substance what you are saying to us is not, as Mr. Smith 
said, that you would be completely satisfied with the proposed draft, 
but what you want for the veterans of this country is the est pension 
program possible, one that will become law. And I think we are in 
total agreement. That is exactly what this committee wants. 

And I can say to you that as you go back after almost a year now 
of traveling through the country, I ~ ou will get a little rest, but 
I hope and expect that you will be ack on the national scene. I 
think we need more like you on the national scene. 

Thank you, John. 

Mr. Manan. I appreciate that very much. 

The CHarRMAN. Thank you, John. 

Our next witness is Mr. Fred J. Hollenbeck, National Commander 
of the Veterans of World War I. 

Mr. Hollenbeck, I would like to say it was good to meet you on 
Monday, and I enjoyed talking with you. 


STATEMENTS OF FRED J. HOLLENBECK, NATIONAL COMMANDER; 
ROY CHITTENDEN, EDITOR, OUR NATIONAL NEWS;AND PAUL 
R, HADLEY, SECRETARY, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
VETERANS OF WORLD WAR I OF THE U.S.A., INC. 


Mr. Hotienseck. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, since this is your first appearance 
before our committee, would you give your full name and your address 
for the sake of the record, and the names of the gentlemen with you? 

Mr. Hotuenseck. Fred J. Hollenbeck, RFD, Batavia, N.Y.; 
Roy Chittenden, Washington, D.C., and Paul Hadley of Rehoboth 
Beach, Del. 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Commander, I wish you would introduce my 
constituent, Mr. Norman Eddy. 

Mr. Hotuenseck. The department commander of Massachusetts, 
Norman Eddy; Mrs. Perkins of Washington, D.C., our legislative 
chairman of the ladies; and my national senior vice commander, Al 
Novek, from the State of Washington. 

The Cuarrman. Allright, Mr. Hollenbeck, go right ahead. 

Mr. Hotuenseck. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Rogers and members of the 
distinguished Committee on Veterans Affairs, the Veterans of World 
War I of the U.S.A., Inc., deeply appreciate the courtesy extended to- 
us to appear before your committee to offer testimony in behalf of the 
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Veterans of World War I pension program as contained in H.R. 1181 
and other bills of a similar nature. 

For some time past we of the Veterans of World War I have been 
giving careful study and serious consideration to the problem of the 
aging veteran of our war. I would like to briefly review the pension 
program and our position in connection with same. 

Since the Revolutionary War, the Congress of the United States has 
granted pensions to veterans of all wars with no restriction except as 
to age and length of service and in none of these wars did the question 
of ‘‘need” appear as there does not seem to be a record of income 
restrictions on these pensions. Therefore, nonservice connected as 
we knew:it before World War I was neither a “needs” program nor a 
retirement plan. It was the payment of a just debt to those who had 
serviced their country in time of war. 

It should be noted in discussing the matter of pensions that Con- 
gresses of the past have avoided anything that looked like the require- 
ment of a ‘‘pauper’s oath” in order to secure such a pension. It is with 
this historical reminder and brief review of the history of pensions that 
we premise our sincere request that this committee and the Congress 
pass pension legislation along the lines contained in H.R. 1181. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, have you really gone back and 
read the history of pensions, in view of the two paragraphs you have 
read there? 

Mr. Houuenseck. I have to a certain point, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Did you by an chance read the study that we 
asked the Library of Congress to make, writing us a history of pensions 
in our country? 

Mr. Houtenseck. No, we have not. 

The CuarrMan. Well, I do not know how, Mr. Hollenbeck, if 
that record is true, and I would assume that it is, because it is docu- 
mented very well, you could come to the conclusion that need has 
never been a consideration. I cannot quote the American Legion 
commander directly, but I believe in his first paragraph the other day 
he said that need had been considered. 

In other words, all the way back through, in all your pensions, 
starting back in 1761, there have been certain requirements that 
would indicate there was a need consideration. So before you leave, 
I would like to give you a copy of that document, which was prepared 
by the Congressional Library. I think it would be very interesting 
reading for you. 

Mr. Hotienseck. I would be very happy to receive it. 

May I say this: I have heard gentlemen of the Congress speak all 
over this country, and they have made the same statement I have 
just made myself, that there was no clause in any pension bill where 
need was injected into the bill. So therefore I have gone along the 
same lines as I have heard others discuss. 

The files in our national headquarters are filled with appeals from 
men who have served in World War I pleading with us to do every- 
thing we can to secure for them a pension of $100 a month. These 
letters indicate that the writers do not have social security or other 
outside income and they are in dire circumstances but do not want to 
go on the public dole to eke out an existence. They are bitter in 
what they feel is the lack of gratitude on the part of this nation in not 
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long ago having granted them the same consideration as has been 
granted to all other wars prior to World War I. 

A recent news story anlar a St. Louis (AP) dateline gives us some- 
thing to think about and we present it to this committee to further 
show the plight of those persons who have reached the age of 60 
or over. 


Trovus_es Too CovupLe DEATH 


St. Louis—(AP)—An elderly St. Louis couple was found dead in bed Sunday. 
Near them was a note describing the despair they felt in trying to cope with 
financial problems and painful illness. 

The manner in which Joseph M. Palmisano, 65, and his wife, Sabina, 63, died 
is a mystery. Police found no marks of violence or other outward signs of the 
cause of death. 


The note was written by Mrs. Palmisano and addressed ‘‘To Whom It Ma 
pone og It said they had tried to get in a home for the aged but couldn’t 
it. 

“This is a coward’s way out, but better this way than to be a burden,” she 
wrote. “I * * * have suffered more than I can tell you. We tried to get in 
a home, $4,800 a year. When we heard the cost we knew there was no other out. 
What are people like Joe and I to do? I pray God will forgive us for taking 
this way out.” 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Commander, is this a veteran that you are speak- 
ing about here, now? 

Mr. Houtuenseck. I do not know, sir. It was a newspaper article 
that was read from the paper just the other day, and we felt that 
perhaps this could be brought to your attention. And that is why 
we are bringing it to you. The fact that they are 60 years of age or 
better is the reason we are bringing it out. 

Mr. Hauey. Well, you are not suggesting here that at the age of 
63 or 65, all people receive a pension, are you? 

Mr. Houtvenseck. No, I am not bringing that fact out, Mr. Haley. 
I am just bringing the fact out that it is felt that the World War I 
veteran is along about that same age, and we are trying to show 
what has happened to others. 

Mr. Hatey. Of course, it is a deplorable thing for anybody to be 
in need, but I do not think we have quite reached the point in this 
country today where we are in a position to give everyone 63 and 65 
years of age a pension. 

Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Go right ahead, Mr. Hollenbeck. 

Mr. Houienseck. We sincerely hope and trust that the Congress 
of the United States will never adopt need as the first criteria for 
eligibility for war veterans non-service-connected pension. The word 
“need” signifies charity, and we have always stood for the proposition 
that a war veteran should never be left dependent on local chariiy. 
That is one of the prime reasons the Congress has maintained pensions 
for war service as honorary and, further, because in most every war, 
but particularly in World War I, there have existed cases where 
medical records were either lost or never made or were madequate 
and men with actual service-connected disabilities have existed in 
large numbers. Therefore, the application of the needs clause would 
work a grave injustice on them. 

There are approximately 2,796,000 survivors of World War I and 
their average age is 64.8. They are dying at the rate of approximately 
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100,000 a year, and these men are depending upon us and the Members 
of the Congress to do something for them . ore it is too late. 

H.R. 1181 is a bill which would answer the prayers of these stalwart 
men of another day who served their Nation well for it is a bill designed 
to provide $100 a month to veterans of World War I who are 60 years 
of age, who served 90 days or more, and have an honorable discharge, 
and it has income limitations of $2,400 for those with no dependents 
and $3,800 to those with dependents, but it also provides that social 
security and other pensions and annuities into which the veteran has 
paid shall be excluded by the Veterans’ Administration in computing 
income. 

The Cuarrman. Mr, Hollenbeck, right there, your bill last year was 
2201, and as I remember it required 1 day’s service and had.no income 
limitations in it. 

Mr. Houienseck. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Now, this bill is a result of the action of your na- 
tional convention, I would assume. 

Mr. Ho.tuenseck. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. You are mandated to support this bill? 

Mr. Houiensecx. We are mandated to support a bill which is 
comparable toward trying to secure benefits for World War I veterans. 

I wonder if we would be out of order to call the attention of this 
distinguished committee to the fact that the President signed into law 
a bill amending the Railroad Retirement Act, May 19, 1959 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Commander, while that is true, that the President 
signed that bill into law, and I might say I voted for that bill, and if 
there is a little liberal streak in me, it is when it comes down to taking 
care of people who are elderly people, I want to call your attention to 
this fact: That in signing into law the Railroad Retirement Act, it was 
something that the people who are engaged in railroading, themselves, 
have provided for their retirement. And I do not see where it has any 
pare in this particular situation. If a man makes provision during 

is productive years, I do not think that he should be criticized or a law 
should be criticized that will give him the full benefits of that. 

Of course, you also know that that same law raises the amount that 
these people must put into that retirement bill. So it was something 
that they had bought themselves. I just want to-point that out to 

ou, Mr. Commander. As I say, if there is any streak in me that is 
, it is to take care of elderly people. 

Mr. Hotuenseck. Mr. Haley, thank you for your remarks. But 
what I am trying to point out here is the fact that the veteran of World 
War I also pays into social security and it is considered income, and 
we feel in our old age we should be given the same consideration, 
perhaps, as the Railroad Retirement Act went into law as of May 19, 
1959. 

Mr. Hauey. I might say, Mr. Commander, that there has been 
a great deal of criticism of the retirement benefits of Members of the 
Congress. Of course, a Member of the Congress cannot draw social 
security, and about 6% percent of all his salary is taken out to pay for 
the income or the pension plan that he himself pays for. 

The CuarrMan. Go right ahead, Mr. Hollenbeck. 

Mr. Houuengeck. This bill contains a provision excluding railroad 
retirement benefits from being computed as income for non-service- 
connected disability pension benefits and I believe the record will 
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bear us out when we call attention to the fact that there is presentl 
pending in the House Ways and Means Committee legislation ae | 
would do the same thing to social security beneficiaries. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, at this point we 
wish to go on record as opposing the passage of H.R. 6432 as a bill 
designed to destroy the traditional American concept of pensions for 
rao fe veterans and also because it contains restrictive legislation 
which has never heretofore been a requirement to secure non-service- 
connected pension. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, what does it destroy? What 
traditional concept does H.R. 6432 destroy? It was certainly never 
intended in any way to destroy a concept. 

That is all mght, Mr. Hollenbeck. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Houuienseck. Our legislative chairman made this up, and 
whatever his reasons are, due to the fact that he cannot be here I 
cannot answer that question. I would very much like to, but it is 
impossible for me to do it. 

The CuarrMan. Well, Mr. Hollenbeck, I think since we have gone 
that far I might say why he is not here. He is not here because I 
would not permit him to appear. The reason I would not permit 
him to appear is because he has gone around the country saying 
things that are completely hostile to me and I think a complete dis- 
credit to your organization. That is one prerogative the chairman 
has, of saying who appears before us. 

Mr. Houtieneerck. Mr. Teague, I am not going to take issue with 
you, because I had a nice visit with you Monday, and I appreciate 
the visit very much, and we talked that situation over. . But the fact 
as to why he has this in here, I do not know. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know either. I have no idea. 


Mr. Fino. What is the name of the gentleman that we are talking 
about? 


Mr. Cuarrman. Mr. Hopper. 

Mr. Hotienseck. Mr. Merle Hopper, legislative chairman of the 
Veterans of World War I. 

The CuarrMan. Your next statement reads— 

Also, enactment of this type of legislation will lower the standard of livin, 
enjoyed by veterans who have been receiving pensions in all wars prior to 1917. 

Of course, you also know that this bill as it is written—and as you 
know it was never intended to be passed that way—does not lower 
the income of anyone receiving a pension today. 

Mr. Houienseck. I will read that part, if you do not mind, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Also, enactment of this type of legislation will lower the standard of 
living enjoyed by veterans who have been receiving pensions in all 
wars prior to 1917 and we do not believe this committee would want 
to do that. Also we wonder if the committee will take into serious 
7 gga the increased cost of administration of this type of legis- 
ation. 

Economically the passage of H.R. 1181 will be felt the length and 
breath of this Nation for the recipient of this pension will immediately 
channel it into the economic stream of the Nation. 

Most if not all of the money will be spent for the necessities of life 
and it will cause its recipient to hold his head high in respect and no 
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_— give him a reason for saying “we are the forgotten veterans of 
wars.” 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, we strongly urge at 
this time that pension legislation be considered which is applicable 
only to the veterans of World War I. We feel that the veteran of 
World War II should have a pension, but we would suggest a different 
approach to their pension legislation and at some later date we would 
ike to offer our thoughts along that line; but we do feel that pension 
legislation should be limited in this session of the Congress to the 
one of World War I as provided for in H.R. 1181, or comparable 


We also strongly urge and recommend that present service-connected 
compensation rates be increased to meet the growing cost of living. 
We also urge that you earnestly consider increasing World War I 
widows’ pensions an raising the income limitations of those pensions, 
but we sincerely and urgently suggest the committee give serious 
thought to including the widows of World War II in this type of 
pension program. 

I would like to include also the widows of the Korean conflict. 

We should point out to this committee that the major veterans 
organizations at the beginning of World War II were made up 
exclusively of veterans of World War I and the Spanish American 
War veterans. We should further call the committee’s attention to 
the fact that these men, World War I and Spanish-War veterans, in 
the major veterans organizations were eligible to membership, set 
aside their pension program back in the forties in deference to the 
veterans of later wars because we of World War I did not want 
veterans of World War II, our sons if you please, to receive the same 
kind and type of treatment we received when we were discharged from 
the service, so we went sledlength in the passage of unlimited legislation 
for the veterans of later wars and we are happy that we did so, but now 
we of the veterans of World War I feel we should be given sympathetic 
consideration by this committee and by the Congress. 

The last time representatives of our organization appeared before 
your distinguished committee, Hon. Charles Teague of California 
several times raised the question as to whether we should consider 
cost of our then proposed pension program. We desire at this time to 
a statements comparing the H.R. 6432 proposal with proposed 

-R. 1181. 


REPORT OF THE COST OF PENSIONS ASKED BY VETERANS OF WORLD 
WAR I, SUBJECT TO PRESENT STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 


The purpose of this report is to bring ie | the cost of the 
proposed pension program of all eligible World War I veterans to 
$100 per month regulated by the present laws (and contemplated 
changes which would occur with the passage of H.R. 1181 or similar 
legislation). 

All factual material used in this report was furnished by the Office 
of the Comptroller and the Section of Vital Statistics of the Veterans’ 
Administration or taken from the annual report of 1958 as submitted 
by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, dated January 30, 1959. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, of course you know the figures 
‘we use at any time in our committee come from the Veterans’ Admin- 
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istration. We do not have a staff that prepares figures. Now, by 
starting off with this paragraph: : 

All factual material used in this report was furnished by the Office of the Comp- 
troller and the Section of Vital Statistics of the Veterans’ Administration or taken 
from the annual report of 1958 as submitted by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs dated January 30, 1959— 

I think you should know, and I think the committee should know, 
that however you got these figures, and however you put them 
together, I do not know, but the VA does tell me that the figures 
that you present later are completely inaccurate. I intend to ask 
them, Mr. Hollenbeck, to submit their figures, and I intend to ask 

ermission to put those in the record, so that they will both be there. 

ut again I would like to tell you that the figures that we use are not 
figures compiled by our committee, but figures that come from the 
Office of the VA, which has that responsibility. 

Mr. Hotienseck. Life projections in the various tables of this 
report were made after study of the actuarial reports of several life 
insurance companies and the U.S. Bureau of Census. We have 
attempted to come as near to true statement of facts as obtained by 
consultation. and study of known data and material of reputable-com- 
mercial and Federal agencies. 

In order to bring forward the true picture, the charts included in 
this report show how we arrived at the conclusions. 

We therefore start with the number of living World War I veterans: 


May 1, 1959: Total living World War I veterans (approxi- 


Receiving retirement 1,504 
Receiving compensation (service-connected) _________ 203, 654 
Receiving pension (non-service-connected) ______._--_ 665, 218 
Ineligible (less than 90 days’ service)...........---- 77, 000 
——_ 948, 376 
Present cost of compensation and pension: 
Receiving compensation (203,654) _.........-....-.---. $220, 260, 639. 69 
Receiving pension 602, 560, 058.30 


1 Information given by VA May 1, 1959. 


Present costs must be considered in the overall picture of future 
costs. 

Revised acturial table, comparison of Veterans’ Administration 
table with that of Bureau of Census and life insurance companies: 


VA table Revised | Average VA table | Revised |Average 
Year ending of expect- table age Year ending of expect- table age 
ancy ancy 

2, 676,000 | 2, 600, 000 169, 000 127, 000 88.7 
SESE 2, 090, 2, 003, 000 se 6, RS 44, 000 31, 000 93.0 
1, 483, 000 1, 296, 000 7,000 3, 800 95.3 
911, 000 510, 000 1, 000 200 101.6 
452, 000 206, 000 $4.4 
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Based upon tables of the life expectancy of all veterans of all 
previous wars, these figures of the revised table are conservative and 
the number anticipated to be living are much higher than actual 
experience. 

(Somewhere in France in 1917 the World War I veterans must 
have found the elixir of life. They represent less than 1 percent of the 
population, yet they will live and live and live.) 

he CuHarrMAN. Do you know what percentage of the World War I 
veterans were in France? What percentage served overseas? 

Mr. Houtuenseck. I would say about one half of the actual men in 
service during World War I. 

Accepting the actuarial tables that take in all military and civilian 
population and taking into consideration the fact of longer longevity 
due to increased medical knowledge and better living conditions, we 
are confident that expectancies shown in the revised table are more 
accurate and dependable. 


Number to be considered for pension, 723,363; cost, $868,035,600.! 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, before you go to that next chart, 
H.R. 6432 includes all on the pension rolls, World War I veterans, 
World War II veterans, widows of World War I, and widows of World 
War II. And H.R. 1181 includes only World War I veterans. 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Now, in comparing these costs and showing the 
savings, you are not intimating that you would repeal the law that 
gives to these people that are already on the rolls? 

Mr. Houienseck. The answer is “No.” 

The Cuareman. Mr. Hollenbeck, the VA tells me that instead of 
this cost going down, as you show, under H.R. 6432, it is going to go 
up, at least until the year 2000. And how those figures were arrived 
at, we are unable to figure. 

If you would, after this is over, and for the sake of the record, I 
would like very much to have a paragraph or something that would 

lain how you arrived at these figures. | 
Ba would ask unanimous consent of the committee that Mr. Hollen- 
beck have authority to place in the hearings an explanation of how the 
figures were arrived at. 

Mr. Houtuenseck. I can say this, Mr. Teague, that the secretary 
to our legislative committee compiled these figures. How he arrived 
at these conclusions, I do not know. But we will submit the facts 
and figures. 

(A letter dated June 11, 1959, from the Veterans of World War I of 
the U.S.A., Inc., transmitting a statement by Mr. Paul R. Hadley, is 
inserted following the tables referred to.) 

The CHarrMAN. Fine, sir. There should be an explanation, be- 
cause the VA tells us they are not correct. 


1 From report of Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 
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(The table referred to is as follows:) 
Comparison of H.R. 6432 proposal with that of proposal H.R. 1181 


Annual costs 
Year : Savings per year 
H.R. 6432 H.R. 1181 

$1, 543, 494, 372 $573, 192, 000 $970, 302, 372 
1, 362, 585, 400 540, 932, 400 821, 653, 000 
1, 293, 248, 624 517, 305, 600 775, 943, 024 
1, 228, 636, 814 491, 144, 800 717, 196, 014 
1, 167, 204, 514 468, 868, 400 700, 336, 114 
1, 106, 667, 448 455, 580, 000 650, 087, 448 
1, 051, 559, 094 432, 750, 000 618, 809, 094 
1, 001, 746, 748 411, 112, 800 590, 633, 948 
948, 698, 280 390, 556, 800 586, 141, 480 

901, 264, 244 371, 029, 200 530, 285, 044 

856, 209, 608 352, 476, 000 503, 733, 608 

811, 327, 410 334, 611, 600 476, 716, 310 

772, 831, 460 317, 880, 000 454, 951, 460 

725, 077, 626 301, 986, 000 423, 091, 626 

685, 282, 576 286, 886, 400 398, 396, 176 

663, 005, 916 272, 541, 600 390, 464, 316 

603, 148, 678 258, 914, 400 344, 234, 278 

584, 446, 626 243, 568, 800 340, 877, 826 

555, 135, 654 233, 671, 200 321, 464, 454 

538, 779, 752 221, 868, 000 316, 911, 752 

509, 909, 420 210, 774, 090 299, 135, 420 

18, 799, 262, 264 7, 605, 500, 000 11, 198, 602, 264 


This table shows conclusively that the total saving to the Nation by 
adoption of the proposal of World War I veterans, if given separate 
consideration, would be over $11 billion. 

This table of cost for pension of $100 per month to all eligible World 
War I veterans sustains our contention for several years that the total 
cost of such pension would be considerably less than $8 billion for the 
next 20 years. In fact, it will cost Jess than $10 billion for the years 
to 2000. 

We believe this table shows that H.R. 6432 was taking in all vet- 
erans—not World War I only. 

The figures contained in the foregoing tables should once and for all 
refute the oft repeated statements that to grant a pension as provided 
for in H.R. 1181 would run into astronomical figures. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION STATEMENT CONCERNING Cost FiGuRES SUBMITTED 
TO THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS BY VETERANS’ OF WorLD War I 
or THE U.S.A., Inc. 


1. The VA is unable to identify the comparison of H.R. 6432 and H.R. 1181, 
86th Congress, annual costs and savings per year as published on page 7 in the 
statement of Fred J. Hollenbeck, national commander, Veterans of World War I 
of the U.S.A., Inc., before the Committee on Veterans Affairs, House of Repre- 
sentatives, June 10, 1959. 

2. The comparison of the additional cost as estimated by the VA for the two 
above-mentioned bills, if enacted, is as follows: 


[In thousands] 
Year H.R. 6432 H.R. 1181 Difference 
Ist. $97, 705 $1, 416, 559 $1, 318, 854 
sie mn 45, 764 1, 383, 826 1, 338, 062 


3. The above amounts, if either bill were enacted, would be added to. appro- 
— cost submitted for this pension program under existing legislation for 
t year. 
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VETERANS OF Wortp War I or true U.S.A., Ince., 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1959. 
Hon. 
Chairman, Veterans Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear ConcressMAN TEAGUE: I have been directed by national commander 
of the Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A., Fred J. Hollenbeck, to personally 
express to you and the members of your committee his sincere thanks and appre- 
ciation for granting our organization the privilege of appearing before your 
committee in behalf of pensions of the World War T \ereramh. 

As requested yesterday, attached hereto is a statement signed by Paul R. 
Hadley, secretary of the national legislative committee certifying that the state- 
ment he gave to your committee pertaining to the actuarial figures are true to 
the best of his knowledge and belief. 

Sincerely yours, 
HINDLEY, 
National Quartermaster- Adjutant. 


JUNE 11, 1959. 

I, Paul R. Hadley do hereby affirm and swear that the statistics shown on pages 
5, 6, and 7 of the statement prepared by the director and members of the national 
legislative committee of the Vetsrane of World War I of the U.S8.A., Inc., and 
presented to the Veterans Affairs Committee of the U.S. House of Representatives 
on June 10, 1959, by National Commander Fred J. Hollenbeck, were prepared 
by me and to the best of my knowledge and belief are accurate being compiled 
from sources believed to be authentic as contained in the above-mentioned 
statement. 

R. 
Sworn to and subscribed before me this 11th day of June 1959. 


Tuomas J. Notary Public. 


Mr. Houtienseck. I would say these next few lines should be 
stricken out until such a time as we can explain this table. 

This table of cost for pension of $100 per month to all eligible World 
War I veterans sustains our contention for several years that the total 
cost of such pension would be considerably less than $8 billion for the 
next 20 years. In fact, it will cost less than $10 billion for the years to 
2000. 

We believe this table shows that H.R. 6432 was taking in all vet- 
erans—not World War I only. 

The figures contained in the foregoing tables should once and for 
all refute the oft-repeated statements that to grant a pension as pro- 
vided for in H.R. 1181 would run into astronomical figures. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
our sincere hope that your committee will in their considered judgment 
find they can report H.R. 1181, or one of the similar measures intro- 
duced, to the House of Representatives so the members of the House 
may have an early opportunity to vote on the subject matter, thereby 
taking an important step in wiping out the discrimination that has 
prevailed against World War I veterans. 

Realizing that even though the House passes veterans legislation 
there is the problem of having it reported to the Senate-floor, we are 
joining the other veterans organizations in attempting to have the 
Senate amend their rules to provide for a committee comparable to 
this distinguished committee in the U.S. Senate. 

May I close by again expressing my gratitude for this opportunit; 
to appear in behalf of the veterans of World War I and may I tha 
you for the interest shown in listening tu my presentation today. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, if you were a member of this 
committee, how would you determine? For example, you speak here 
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about wiping out the discrimination that has prevailed against the 
World War L veterans. If you were a member of this committee and 
trying to decide, how would you determine that the veterans of World 

ar I were forgotten men or that they had been discriminated 
against? That is a statement that is made all over the country, and 
it is a problem that we have to face. What discrimination is. there 
against them? 

Mr. Hotuenseck. The thought in mind, Mr. Teague, is this: The 
ra kg used all over the country indicates that the veterans of 
World War I—it is 40 years since that war has ended. And they feel 
that there has been discrimination ope | the lines somewhere in that 
they have not been given a pension a long time before this present 


ear. 
. The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, they have been getting a pension. 
We have got some hundreds of thousands on the rolls now. 

Mr. Hotienseck. I am talking about a general pension. 

The For everybody? 

Mr. Houtienseck. The same as for veterans of other wars preceding 
World War I. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, we have asked, the committee 
has asked the VA to give us figures and tell us whether or not the 
World War I men are forgotten, whether or not they have been dis- 
criminated against. And what they do is to take the total amount of 
money spent on the veterans of World War I, and they take the total 
amount spent on the veterans of World War II, and they take the 
population, and they divide those up. And those figures will not 
prove that World War I men are the forgotten men. There is no 
question on earth that certain World War II veterans did unbelievably 
and wonderfully well because of the efforts of World War I veterans. 
They got between a $3,000 and $4,000 educational scholarship. But 
there probably are as many World War II veterans that received 
nothing as there were World War I veterans, and that begins to balance 
= And on an overall basis, I would like to put this in the record: 

at from what we get from the VA, they contend the World War I 
veterans are not the forgotten men, as has been said over and over. 

Mr. Houtuenseck. Mr. Teague, I was State service officer for the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars for 11 years in New York State. I was 
also a member of the Rating Board of the Veterans’ Administration. 
I have had an opportunity for a long period of years to study carefully 
the laws in years gone by. I leacercke feel and very humbly tell you 
that it is my honest opinion, as far as those veterans who are on the 
rolls are concerned, that the Veterans’ Administration or this country 
has never discriminated against those who are permanently and 
totally disabled, from following any substantial and gainful occupation, 
or those who are disabled in line of duty. 

We understand fully that those veterans are actually being taken 
care of properly. But we are looking forward to these men, approxi- 
mately 1,760,000, who are not on the rolls. That is what we are 
trying to get a prow for those men who average close to 65 years 
of age. e feel that if some pension law could come out of this 


honorable body to the floor of the Congress, granting a pension, so 
that these old men could ve ph about taking up the cudgel of life 
and having to go out and wor. 


day after day and trying to get along, 
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then I think the United States is really paying off a debt of gratitude 
to the veterans of World War I. 

The Cuarrman. I asked Mr. Hollenbeck—I would like the mem- 
bers of the committee to know, and I do not think Mr. Hollenbeck 
would mind repeating it—what Mr. Hollenbeck would do if he felt 
he could get a couple of hundred million dollars, or would he rather 
hold out for 1181. His answer was that he was mandated to support 
1181, and that was the only position he could take. It would be up 
to his own conscience, of course, as to what he did. Is that a correct 
statement? 

Mr. Hotienseck. You are correct. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Hollenbeck, you keep referring to these old men 
of World War I. I was in World War I. I do not think I am quite 
to the point where I would just have to lay down everything and say 
that Iam an old man. Nevertheless, we are getting along in years. 
I realize that. 

You say here in the beginning, on page 1 of your statement: 

Since the Revolutionary War, the Congress of the United States has granted 
pensions to veterans of all wars, with no restriction except as to age and length 
of service. 

And then you say that in none of these wars was need considered. 

Let me ask you this, Mr. Commander. If a pension bill is passed 
out of this committee, do you think that age and length of service 
should be a consideration? 

Mr. Houtenseck. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Hauer. Then you think that a man’s length of service should 
be some determining factor in the amount of pension he should draw? 

2 ig Houienseck. Would you mind putting that question again, 
sir 4 
Mr. catsy. I say: Then you think that length of service should 
— — part in determining the amount of pension that he should 
aw 

Mr. Hotienseck. Let me answer that and say that in our bill the 
requirement is 90 days ot service or more. I cannot go against the 
mandates of the organization any further than saying that as long as 
the veteran has 90 days of service or more he should qualify for a 
pension if it is granted. 

Mr. Hater. Then rene statement here is not quite correct, when 
you say that age and length of service should be considered. 

Mr. Hotienspeck. What I meant was probably misunderstood. 
What I meant was that the veteran, under our bill, would receive a 

ension at the age of 60, providing he had 90 days of service or more. 
hat is what I was referring to under our bill. 

Mr. Haury. As I understand it—and I may be completely mis- 
informed—there is only one group of veterans who have received a 
pension who had less than 6 months of service. And of course the 
veterans of World War I cut that down to 90 days. I understand that 
the veterans of the Spanish American War had a limitation of 70 to 91 
days. But that was the first pension granted in which less than 6 
months of actual service was even recognized for pension purposes. 
I may be misinformed about that, but that is my understanding. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Cuatrman. Mr. Commander, we have got one other witness 
this morning, and he has to catch a 12:40 plane. Might we let you 
step aside for a minute and let him make his statement? 

Mrs. Rogers. May I ask one question while he is moving out? 

Is it not true that the World War I men helped write the GI bill of 
rights and never asked anything for themselves? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hollenbeck, stay up here to the front, because: 
we are going to call you back in a minute. 

Dr. Burdine, we are trying to help you catch that plane. 

Your name please, and title? 
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STATEMENT OF WINSTON E. BURDINE, M.D., NATIONAL COM- 
MANDER, AMVETS ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN R. HOLDEN, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMVETS 


Dr. Burpine. I am Winston Burdine, national commander of 


AMVETS. 
ae here is Mr. Holden, who is our national legislative 
irector. 

I appreciate this opportunity to present the views of AMVETS on 
the complex and vitally important subject of non-service-connected 
pensions. Practically everyone associated with veterans’ affairs has 
expressed dissatisfaction with the present pension program. Some 
have criticized it as not being liberal enough while others have indi- 
cated it is too costly. AMVETS position has been crystal clear for 
several years. It was best expressed in a policy statement adopted at 
our 1957 national convention and reiterated at the most recent national 
convention in August 1958. Only a few months ago I quoted this 


policy to your committee at the time ee afforded me the privilege of 


presenting the highlights of AMVETS 1959 legislative program. 
I believe it bears repeating today. The policy states: 


AMVETS regard compensation for the service-connected disabled veteran 
and the surviving dependents of those who lost their lives from a service-con- 
nected cause as a paramount objective of the veterans’ program. Nevertheless 
AMVETS support the non-service-connected pension program for veterans and 
their dependents so long as the program is based on realistic tests of need. The 
~resent non-service-connected pension program is deficient in some respects in 
that it fails to distinguish between various levels of need, thus resulting in thou- 
sands of veterans and widows being denied benefits or having to exist on a small 
pension with no other'income when many other fortunate individuals have con- 
siderable income and resources and receive the same pension payment. AMVETS 
reject proposals which would further liberalize the pension program by addin 
persons to the rolls who are not actually in need. Tastee AMVETS woul 
prefer to see any additional expenditure for non-service-connected pension directed’ 
to those most in need. Of particular concern are those unfortunate individuals 
who are so diabled as to require the aid and attendance of another person. The 
widows of World War II and Korean veterans are causing particular concern 
because widows and smali.children.are not: eligible for pensien. unless. the veteran 
had a service-connected disability ratable at an ascertainable degree at the time 
of his death. 

We cannot disregard the precarious position of the Nation’s finances at this 
time in that 7 percent of the Nation’s annual income is being expended for vet- 
erans’ benefits, yet it is inevitable that as unwarranted expenditures for non- 
service-connected pensions arise, it will be increasingly difficult to obtain and 
maintain adequate compensation for the service-connected disabled. We must 
assume adequate compensation programs, medical services, and adequate pen- 
sions for those truly in need rather than embark on pension programs which are- 
actually in the nature of a service bonus. 
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- In brief, gentlemen, we embrace the philosophy that the payment 
of pensions must be based upon need, and that as the need varies 
among individuals, so must the pension payments vary. 

The shortcomings of the existing program were vividly pointed up, 
Mr. Chairman, in the results of a survey released last year by the 
committee which revealed details of cases of veterans on the pension 
rolls with liquid assets in excess of $50,000. Numerous cases were 
reported where the veteran and his wife had more income than the 
average American family, yet he was receiving a pension and had 
been on the rolls for many years. The survey indicated that about 
20,000 of the married pensioners now on the rolls have family income 
in excess of $5,000. More than 13,000 pensioners have liquid assets 
of $15,000 

At the other end of the scale, the survey revealed that 46,000 
married pensioners. have no income other than their pension, while 
114,000 have incomes of less than $500 annually exclusive of pension. 

Yet, all of these pensioners, high income and no income alike, receive 
the same monthly rate of pension—$66.15 or $78.75 if they are 65 

ears of age or have been in receipt of pension for 10 years. The rate 
is $135.45 if the veteran requires the aid and ottelioninn of another 

erson. 

4 Now, the problem lies in attempting to provide a measure of relief 
for the pensioner with little or no income without providing a windfall 
for those with adequate independent means. More than 100 bills 
advocating changes in the pension structure are pending before this 
committee. Some would increase the present income limits of $1,400 
and $2,700. This is no solution. It would merely add more veterans 
with substantial means to the rolls without offering any relief to the 
seriously disabled veteran with no income. 

An arbitrary across-the-board increase in monthly rates does not 
solve our problem, either. Not only would the cost be prohibitive, 
but the basic problem of recognizing varying degrees of need among 
pensioners would still be present. 

Some of the pending measures advocate a $100-per-month pension 
for all World War I veterans at age of 60, with income limits so high 
as to make them completely unmeaningful. Such proposals are 
patently ridiculous. The Veterans’ Administration has estimated the 
cost of this proposal to be $2.3 billion in its first year of operation, 
then a rapid rise in cost each year until in 1976, just 18 years from 
now, it will reach the fantastic cost of $26 billion dollars. 

Aside from the cost, however, the inequities are apparent. You 
would be paying the nondisabled veteran, some with as little as 90 
days’ service, the same monthly amount you pay the veteran who is 
50 percent disabled from. war wounds incurred m combat. Parents 
who lost a son m.service receive only $50-each, provided they can 
meet the severe tests of dependency that have been established. 
Two orphaned children whose father lost his life in service receive 
ong $50 each per month. 

n other words, we would see veterans with relatively short service 
and no need actually receiving more consideration from their Govern- 
ment than thousands of war casualties, children orphaned by war, 
and dependent parents of those who died in service. 

It is the considered opinion of AMVETS that the veteran and his 
family having little or no outside income should receive the maximum 
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pension payment and that pensions should not be paid unless financial 
need is demonstrated. We have studied this matter at great length 
and recommend the following suggestions for your consideration. 

In considering income for pension purposes, we are of the opinion 
that a spouse’s income should also be included. This is a matter of 
simple equity among the veterans affected. Why should one veteran 
receive minimum pension payments because he has a limited amount 
of independent income, whi e another receives maximum payments 
because his liquid assets and income-producing property are in his 
wife’s name? 

We ask, however, that the first $1,000 of a spouse’s earned income 
be exempt from the computation of annual income. This will prevent 
imposing a hardship upon a family wherein the wife’s s salary 
is to a great extent utilized in the normal costs of employment—car- 
fare, lunch money, and clothing. 

Additionally, we believe that the following exclusions should be 
made in computing annual income: 

1. Veterans’ Administration disability and death compensation. 

2. Armed Forces death gratuity. 

3. Costs of veteran’s last illness and burial expense. 

4. Donations from welfare agencies. 

5. Social security payments, civil service retirement, and similar 
= in an amount equal to the veteran’s contribution to these 

Any bill reported by the committee should contain provisions to 
eliminate from the pension rolls the relatively few veterans with 
unusually high liquid assets and real estate holdings. - 

We suggest the following monthly rates and income limits for eligi- 
ble veterans, widows, and children. 


Income Pension Income Pension 
Veteran with no dependents: Veteran with one dependent: ! 

0 to $85 0 to $1,000_._- $90 
$1,200 to 45 $2,000 to 

Veteran with no dependent; aid and Veteran with 1 dependent; aid and . 

attendance: attendance 

$600 __ 160 0 to $1,000 166 
95 $2,000 to $3,000 100 

Widow with no child: Widow with 1 child: 2 ' 
0 to $600 _...._.. 60 0 to $1,000 75. 
$600 to ‘eo 45 $1,000 to $2,000. “i 6 


1 Add $5 per month persion payment for each dependent in excess of 1, but not to exceed 3. 
3 Add $10 per month pension payment for each additional child, : 


When there is no widow, each child should be subject to an income 
limitation of $1,800 per year and the rate of pension should be $40 
for the first child and $15 for each additional child with the total 
divided equally. 

Finally, the proposal should include provisions for establishing the 
eligibility of World War II and Korean widows to pension on: the 
same basis as is provided for widows of World War I veterans. As 

ou know, widows of World War II and Korean conflict veterans, to 
e eligible for pension, must establish that the veteran upon whose 
death the application for pension is based was separated from service 
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for medical reasons or that he had an ascertainable degree of ‘service- 
connected disability at the time of death. The widows of World War 
I veterans applying for this benefit are spared this requirement and 
may qualify merely on the establishment of 90 days service and a 
discharge other than dishonorable. We can see no logical reason for 
the disparity and recommend its correction. 

We have attempted this morning, Mr. Chairman, to outline 
AMVETS suggestions for a well-balanced, realistic pension program 
with monthly payments being related to income. The adoption of 
such @ proposal is. essential if we are to have the capacity to con- 
tinually care adequately, even generously for the needs of the service- 
connected disabled, his dependents and survivors. 

In my judgment, we stand at the crossroads. One path leads to 
the perpetuation of certain essential and sound programs—compensa- 
tion and hospitalization for the service-connected disabled, and 
hospitalization and pension for the needy nonservice connected. The 
other path leads to a great uncertainty—the uncertainty of knowing 
whether we can continue these essential programs if we succumb to 
unreasonable demands that cannot be fully justified. 

The fate of the program is in your hands. We sincerely urge that 
Mh report a pension measure that will be based upon realistic tests 
of need. 

I might say in closing that we have found this committee to be a 
very realistic committee, and it has been my pleasure to run into 
members of this committee at the various veterans’ hospitals, so I 
know they are a working committee. I have broken bread with at 
least one or two of the members of the committee at different hospitals, 
and we of AMVETS are appreciative of the fact that you are a 
working committee. 

Mr. Mircuety. Mr. Chairman, I want the record to show that the 
distinguished National Commander of AMVETS is from Georgia, and 
as a Georgian he is typically realistic, reasonable, and logical. 

You are considering not only the best interests of the veterans of 
this Nation but also the best interests of the entire country. I com- 
mend you for your statement. 

Dr. Burning. Thank you. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Haley? 

Mr. Haury. Mr. Commander, your organization bases their pro- 
posal strictly on the basis of need? _ 

Dr. Burpine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Haury. That is all. 

Mr. Cartrer. Mr. Commander, I see from your table here that it is 
possible to run as high as $1,620 with veterans and no dependents, 
up to $2,040 in the next bracket, and up to $2,300 in the next bracket. 

ow, I am just wondering if you could tell us what basis was used to 
determine this. Was this a study made by your organization, so 
that you are basing this on an authentic need basis throughout the 
country, or were these figures just picked out of a hat? 

Dr. Burpine. No. A study was made. I will let Mr. Holden 
answer that. 

Mr. Houtpen. We have attempted, Mr. Carter, to be completely 
realistic in this bill, recognizing the bill that the administration had 
asked the chairman of this committee to introduce was a bare minimum 
bill, and recognizing, too, that we had to stop at a certain level. So 
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. we have tried within the two degrees to come up with something 
that would be acceptable to the Pemetaes and would also merit the 
President’s approval. 

Certainly we are not wedded so closely to these individual rates 
that they cannot stand some minor adjustment. 

Mr. Carter. Well, my question is: Is it tied to actual need? Is it 
tied to a study made of the needs, as to what these people decently 
can live on? 

Mr. Houpsn. Yes, the Census Bureau has made a study of income 
at various age levels for the general population. And our committee 


that recommended these rates took advantage of that study to come 
up with the suggested rates. 


Mr. Carrer. Thank you. 

That is all. 

The Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sartor. Doctor, I am interested in an angle that has not been 
mentioned here before. That has to do with the length of service 
that you should have had before you qualify for any benefits. 

In other words, people who had 89 days’ service under the present 
law get nothing. If, because of an act of fate, you serve for that 
extra 24 hours, you are entitled to all the benefits. 

That 70 to 90 day provision originally grew out of a provision in 
the Spanish-American War, where the average length of service was 
only 7 months. The average length of service in World War I was 12 
months. The average length of service in World War II was 30 
months. And the average length of service in the Korean conflict 
was 24 months. And I am wondering whether or not any of your 
organizations have pret any thought to payment based upon length 
of service beyond a bare minimum. 

Dr. Burprnz. I will ask Mr. Holden to answer that, because he has 
made that study. 

Mr. Houpen. Mr. Saylor, our entire concept of a pension proposal 
is that it will be based on need alone. If we went into length of service, 
then to some extent it would be a reward. I think you would have to 
go a step further and base it on oversea. service versus stateside 
service; combat service versus noncombat. So we have tried to keep 
it simple and based exclusively on need, that the man who served a 
minimum of 90 days is entitled to some gratuity from the Government 
if he is in need. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I asked this: Many of the States actuall 
did make this distinction in the payment of their bonus, World War IL 
and Korea, as to whether or not you served in this country or whether 
or not you served overseas. 

Mr. HoupEn. Bonus, of course, is a reward, sir, in my judgment. 
And that, I would say, would be the difference; that one is a program 
based on need alone, and the other is in the nature of a reward for 
services rendered. 

The Cuarrman. John I would like to say to you that there are 
two groups that I know of that are working on plans to base pensions 
on length of service. 

Any other questions? 

Goodby, John. Thank you. 

Mr. Hollenbeck? 


Do you know whether your staff conferred with the Veterans’ 
Administration in working up the figures that were presented? 
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FURTHER STATEMENTS OF FRED J. HOLLENBECK, NATIONAL 


COMMANDER; ROY CHITTENDEN, EDITOR, NATIONAL NEWS; 
AND PAUL R. HADLEY, SECRETARY, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 


COMMISSION, VETERANS OF WORLD WAR I OF THE U.S,A., INC. 
Mr. Haptey. Yes, they did, sir. 


The CuarrmMan. The point I wanted to make is that 1 know you 
would not want and certainly I would not want any figures in the 
record that are not correct. 

Mr. Georce. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 

Assume this committee Lrought 1181 out, it was passed by both 
House of Congress, was vetoed by the President, and could not be 
overridden. id you consider any alternative at al!? 

Mr, HoLLenseck, Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Currrenpen. I think it should be pointed out here that insofar 
as the Veterans of World War I is concerned, 1181 is actually a com- 
promise from the original position taken at the last two encampments. 
And it has been by action of the delegates that they were able to 
include the income limitations in there instead of asking for a pension 
of $100 a month with no strings attached. 

And of course we know that the chairman and the committee are 
endeavoring to work out some kind of a workable pension bill they 
feel they can get by the Senate and that will also receive the approval 
of the White House. 

Mr. Grorae. The committee desires to get a bill out of here that 
will be approved by the Congress and signed by the President. 

Mr. RanpAuu. You say you are under a hard and fast mandate at 
this time on this 1181 in its present terminology. Do you anticipate 
in the light of these hearings, or what might happen, or what facts 
may come forth, that there would be a new mandate? 

In other words, do you have another national convention? Or are 
your State departments autonomous, as the VFW described here? 

Mr. Currrznpen. We have another national convention in Sep- 
tember, at which time there will be a thousand bills brought before 
that body. 

The CHarrRMAN. Any other questions? 

Mr. Hollenbeck, 1 want to make this statement in closing. I think 
this is my last attempt, the last year I have worked hours and hours 
and hours with all the veteran groups and with the administration 
trying to get something together that we can pass. But if we do not 
do it this time, then I will hope thet ell the veteran groups will go 
over to the other body or down to the administration and work out 
something with them and then come back to this committee, which 
has done more for veterans than any other part of the administration 
or any other part of the Congress. But it just seems to me that we 
are to a great extent used as a whipping boy for things that we do not 
do, and the veteran groups take credit for everything that we do. 
So I would hope if we do not work out some kind of pension this year, 
you will go over to the Senate and get a bill there and report it out 
there. 

It is hypocritical to me to pass bills out of this committee knowing 
they are not going to become law, sending them over to the other body, 
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letting them die, and letting the veterans over the country think they 
will get some kind of an increase when they are not. I felt. if I could 
not. work out something that had some assurance of becoming law 1] 
would not do anything. 

Mr. HoLLENBECK. When your letter was sent to us last year, we 
received it on the 5th of June, and I happened to have been out in 
Minnesota. It was impossible for me to appear last week. And I 
understand that somehow or other word got out that the veterans of 
World War I did not want a pension this year, that we were physically 
and morally only interested in securing more members for the organiza- 
tion and next year perhaps we would go out for a pension. I want it 
understood, as far as being national commander of this organization, 
that we want a pension any time, any place, that we can get it. And we 
are trying to work just as hard as we can toward that end in securing it. 

The CHairMan. Would you amend that to say any amount that 
helps your people? 

Mr. Hap ey. Yes. 

Mr. Houuenseck. I will say that the mandate is $100 a month, but 
if we’can work out some kind of a pension plan where a veteran can 
get a pension, who are we to say that we will not take it? 

The Cuairman. I suspect that when we get through here this year 
you are going to be pleased. 

Mr. Hotuenseck. May I bring this word to you, Mr. Teague? I 
had a very hot discussion with Mr. Hopper, and he has absolutely 
made the statement to me in front of witnesses that he did not make 
the remarks which were returned to you while he was in Texas, and he 
is very, very much put out that he cannot be here today. And if you 
want any affidavits from at least 300 persons in the State of Texas, 
that he did not make those remarks, I would be very glad to secure 
them for you, because I feel sure that Mr. Hopper has only respect for 
you and this committee at all times. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say to the national 
commander that I hope that is correct, because it seems strange to 
me that all of these letters that I am getting from all over the country 
from your members have the same type of abusive language toward 
the chairman of this committee. And while I sit on the other side of 
the aisle, I resent, not only as an American citizen and a veteran of 
World War II, but I resent as a Member of Congress, any group per- 
sonally castigating a man who has had more decorations than probably 
three-fourths of your members, a man who has gone out and given 

art of his own body to help make this country what it is. And he 
ioe taken the abuse on this committee. And when organizations and 
members of organizations come down and refer to people by names 
and begin to use epithets, then I want to tell you they are not only 
harming themselves; they are harming all veterans in this country. 

Mr. Hotuenseck. Mr. Saylor, I must agree with you and say that 
I am not my brother’s keeper. We cannot tell anybody what to say 
or how to say it. If they used derogatory remarks against Mr. 
Teague, I want to say right here, now, that as national commander 
of this organization I openly apologize for the organization and the 
members, if any of them are doing it, because I feel the chairman and 


this body are doing everything possible toward trying to bring out. 


some legislation that is going to be beneficial to veterans of all wars. 
The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Hollenbeck. 
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We must go, because of rollealls. I want to express my apprecia- 
tion to you. And any time you want to appear before this committee, 
you let me know. 

Mr. Hotuienseck. Thank you very much. 

The CHAIRMAN. We will now hear from Mr. Bernard Weitzer 
national legislative director of the Jewish War Veterans of the United 
States of America. 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD WEITZER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR OF THE JEWISH WAR VETERANS OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 


Mr. Werrzer. On behalf of the Jewish War Veterans of the United 
States of America, I appreciate this opportunity to present our views 
on improvements in the non-service-connected veterans’ pension pro- 

am. This presentation is based on the general instructions given 
EY our National Policy Committee and our National Executive Com- 
mittee at their meetings April 18-20, 1959, in New York followed by 
careful studies in our staff, of information available to us including 
facts and statistics furnished by the Veterans’ Administration. This 
study, naturally, involved the bill, H.R. 6432 and the reasoning 
supporting the bill presented by its authors in the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

The discussions in our organization resulted in the following con- 
census of our thinking regarding the complex pension program 
involved. 

H.R. 6432 has its genesis in the message of the President of the 
United States under date of August 28, 1954. In that message, the 
President said, with reference to the system of pensions laws in 
effect that— 

* * * there are no means of taking into account the degree of a veteran’s need— 
no relation between payments received under the veterans pension laws and pay- 
ments received, for example, under our old age and survivors insurance system. 

It is essential, therefore, that steps be taken to examine the entire structure, 
scope and philosophy of our veterans benefit laws in relation to each other and to 
other Government programs. I am ordering such a study. On the basis of this 
study I shall recommend to the Congress such legislative actierr as will correlate 
our many programs and thus strengthen them. 

Thereafter, the President appointed General Bradley as the Chair- 
man of the Commission to examine into the structure oP vesnene laws, 
the nature of benefits, their purpose, amounts, conditions of grants, etc. 

In dealing with the question of pensions, one distinction must be 
borne in mind. That distinction is to be made between ‘‘compensa- 
tion”? payments predicated on disabilities actually incurred in service 
and “pension” payments made to those suffering from disabilities 
incurred after separation from service but who, by virtue of the fact 
of service for a stipulated number of days during a war period or 
expedition, showed that they had a claim upon the generosity of the 
National Government. 

The first Federal experience with an act covering beneficiaries of the 
second class is to be found in the act enacted in 1818 upon the recom- 
mendation of President Monroe, who, in his message of 1817 (Annals 
of Congress, Ist sess., 15th Cong., 1817-18, i, 19) said that the 
services of Revolutionary soldiers deserved consideration and that 
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some were reduced to indigence and real distress, and the President 
asked that provision be made for them. 

The act of 1818 was limited to those who met the strict conditions 
therein specified and who were by reason of reduced circumstances in 
life “‘in need of assistance from his country for support.” This has 
been the measure of every service pension law since that date, i.e., that 
is predicted on need as its first requisite. 

he service pension acts of today, both for veterans and for widows 
and children of -véterans; are to be found, generally speaking, in 
Veterans Regulation 1A, part II] and acts amendatory thereof.. The 
granted pension in all instances now only under the present.law but 
under prior laws has been conditioned on the applicant for pension 
having an income limited to a certain amount, i.e., below that amount. 
Thus the present law authorizes the grant of pension to a single vet- 
eran, i.e., one who is not married or does not have minor children, if he 
has an income of less than $1,400 per annum, or if married or with 
minor children, if he has an income of less than $2,700 per annum. 
The present bill proposes a change in these measures of valuation of 
entitlement. It sets persons of various incomes into separate classes. 
Those who have no income whatsoever outside of their pension get 
the greater amount of pension because their pension is supposed to 
lift. them only to a certain place in the economic scale and that place is 
one where or practically all of their needs are to be met by this 
pension. 

Without going into these rates or analyzing these rates, suffice it to 
say that, in the final analysis, what happens is that the individual who 
was able to amass some small assets during the first five or six decades 
of his life is now required to have such assets counted as a measure 
of determination or limitation on the amount of pension to be granted, 
notwithstanding the fact that those assets may not be sufficient to 
keep him or her adequately housed, fed, or clothed under the most 
modest scheme that one can suggest. The argument behind this is 
that the pension grant is to be given in its greatest amount to those who 
need it the most. 

Without drawing any invidious conclusions from the message of the 
Administrator. of the VA, which accompanied the draft of the bill in 
question, it is interesting to note that the Administrator says of the 
proposed bill that although it would call for higher subsidies in the 
immediate future, future application of the graduated scale coupled 
with periodic increases in both public and private retirement plans 
would reduce the future cost. 

Again, without intending any invidious criticism, but simply to 
call attention to what this law means, let me point out that under 
Veteran Regulation 1A, part III, the annual income limitation is 
under $1,400 per annum for the single person and under $2,700 for the 
couple, . This rate was proposed in 1952. The prior rate had been 
$1,000 and $2,500 respectively. When the limitations were raised in 
1952, they were raised to $1,400 and $2,700 respectively. It should 
be remembered that the prior rate was set in 1933 and since then the 
Consumer Price Index has tripled. This suggests that at least to the 
extent of the purchasing power of the dollar, the income limitation 
should be raised. 

Furthermore, we ought to remind the Congress of the fact that cases 
exist where the entire income of the individual is not sufficient to pay 
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for his medical expenses, leaving him nothing on which to live. There 
ought to be an escape clause on the income limitation allowing so m 

of the income as.is expended for medical and hospital expenses to be 
deducted from the income limitation figure. 

Provision in this proposed bill puts in a clause re “‘corpus of the 
estate.’’ How this is to be used in the pension plan is something which 
is immeasurable in its effect and we don’t like it. If any such bars 
are to be established they ought to be established by statute. The 
Administrator could very well say that all assets should be liquidated 
and disposed of, that is, applied to the living cost of the individual 
before the individual becomes eligible for pension. He could say, of 
course, that the man who owns a home should have the rental value 
of that home considered as part of his income. Hence, this corpus 
limitation ought to be removed unless Congress itself wants to estab- 
lish the metes and bounds thereof. 

The bill now provides for the consideration of income as including 
everything the individual gets except that which is given to him by 
charities. Why should the charity provision be excluded except that 
it was excluded under the veteran regulation and that this was carried 
over from the VA regulations. The limitations with regard to income 
should be closely spelled out, that is, what should be and should not 
be considered as income. A case comes to mind that a veteran died 
and his widow paid his funeral expenses. It was held that the reim- 
bursement to the widow of these expenses constituted income and 
likewise a policy of insurance — on the husband’s life constituted 
an income even if that. was the sole capital asset which the husband 
may have had. 

he provision that the income of the wife is to be included and 
determined as the income of the husband or the income of the couple 
jarssany sense of justice. Let us suppose that an individual is so 
incapacitated that he requires special care and the wife believes that 
the $138:50 monthly is inadequate to give him the care she wants 
him to have, goes out to get part-time employment. Anyone knows 
that the wife has to incur certain expenses—iunches, carfare, clothes, 
beauty-shop treatments, and other items in order to. keep. herself 
resentable to fill her job to the employer’s satisfaction. e these 
items to be charged against the money she receives so that the balance 
only is to be figured as income or is every dollar figured as income 
=e out reference to what she may have to spend in order to get that 
ollar? 

It would seem that if the income of a veteran’s wife is to be counted 
at all in figuring the veteran’s eligibility for a given amount of pension, 
that not more than 25 pereent of her earnings should be included. 
However, if she is not,a working wife and her income is from invest- 
ments or similar sources, perhaps a larger percentage might. be in- 
cluded if such income is available to the veteran, , 

No one can claim that the present pension laws provide for anything 
that could be:called what even approaches a decent standard of living 
even for veterans whose own income is near the top levels. For those 
at the bottom of the income scale, the present pension spells austerity. 
H.R. 6432 would put all pensions close to the austerity level. Thus 
even the veteran who, during his working life, had practiced frugality 
thrift, and good judgment in accumulating some savings or who ha 
been otherwise fortunate and had been counting on the pension to 
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piece out his living cost when he became unable to secure full employ- 
ment, would have his hopes dashed by passage of such a bill as ER. 
6432. 

Intimidating figures have been collated based on prognostication 
of longtime future costs. It is difficult to forecast what is ahead 40 
years. Even in the relatively stable field of population growth, our 
usually careful Census Bureau made serious errors in the last decade 
or two, in forecasting the population of the United States. We are 
in a period of great development im our country. More and more 
employers are instituting pension systems for their employees. Our 
social security system has steadily increased in the field of its coverage 
and is likely to increase further. Social security payments under that 
system have been steadily increased and broadened. The next decade 
or so may see a marked reduction in the percentage of people whose 
incomes from these sources will be in the two or three lower brackets 
presented in the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs print explaining non- 
service-connected pensions. This outlook seems to me more likely 
than the mountainous cost figures which have been projected by the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

It is obvious that in very short order H.R. 6432 will cut veterans’ 
pensions costs for it provides relatively small additions in payments 
to the individual veteran in the lowest income bracket as against 
making large cuts in the payments to all other veterans. One of the 
consequences of the manner in which the graduated scale of H.R. 
6432 has been set is that veterans whose income is slightly above the 
top limit of any grouping have a sizably smaller income than veterans 
who are at or near the top of the previous scale. Thus as shown on 
page A in my statement, a single veteran over 65 whose income is $390 
gets a pension payment of $1,020 a year making his total income 
$1,410. A similar veteran with an income of $400 a ee gets a 
pension on Sop of only $744 thereby having a total income of 
$1,144. It is not until a veteran has an income of $666 that his total 
income including pension payments equals $1,410. And then the 
veterans in the next subsequent bracket above $690 up to $900 con- 
tinue to have lower total incomes including the annual pension pay- 
m »snt of $480 amounting to less than the $1,410 which the $390 income 
per year veteran has. 

e do not have any complete answer to this situation. However, 
the scale we have worked out does ameliorate this problem consider- 
ably. At the same time, it does give consideration to the wisdom or 
good fortune which has resulted in a somewhat better economic sta- 
tus for some veterans than that of their less fortunate fellow veterans. 
We do not have the facilities or the data which will permit us to 
give you the total costs of the scale of our proposed payments. This 
proposal, nevertheless, does not have the full answer to all inequities 
which might be secured by fixing, for each category of pensioner, a 
top limit of monthly pension payment and a top limit of total income 
including the pension payment. If the top total income limit were 
$2,350 and the top monthly pension payment were $90, then the 

nsioner with a personal income of $1,270 would get no pension. 

he pensioner with a personal income of $1,150 would get $10 per 
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month and so on. Such a plan, however, would require a great deal 
of clerical work by the Veterans’ Administration and careful report- 
ing regularly, at least once a year, by the pensioner. Any over- 
payment or underpayment could be balanced at the end of the year 
and deducted or added in the next year’s payment. 

The following table represents our counterproposal for the graduated 
scale proposed in H.R. 6432: 


JWYV proposal of graduated pension plan 


Month- Total 
Income ly pen- income 
sion range 
Veteran, no d dents 
than $90 | 1,080-$1, 680 
Veteran, 1 dependent 


#3 be pensioner requires aid and attendance, $70 per month would be 

For many years, our organization has urged that pensions for widows 
of World War II and Korean veterans be based on the same eheibilisy 

ualifications as are fixed for widows of World War I veterans. e 
therefore urge that any legislation you write include such a en ag 
As to benefits for widows and children, we recommend a scale beginning 
at a level of $60 for a widow without children, an addition of $15 for 
each child and income limitations and scaling down in approximately 
the same manner as shown above. 


Veteran, no dependents 
: Less than 10 years on pension 
H.R. 6432 pension Present pension, over 65 roll; non-service-connected; 
disabled veteran. Present 
pension, under 65 
$390 and $1,020__:............ $1, 410 | $390 and $945............ $1, 335 | $390 and $783.80....... $1, 173. 80 
$400 and $744. 1,144 


$800 and $783.80- - 1,583.80 


$1,100 and $783.80_..... 1, 883. 80 
$1, 290 and $783.80..... 2,073.80 


and $744. ............... 1,244 and $045............ 1,445 and $783.80....... 1, 23. 
and $744. ............... 1,344 
$600 and $744................ 1,484 | $690 and $045............ 1,635 | $690 and $783.80....... 1,473.80 2 
and $480. ............... 1,280 | $800 and $045............ 1,745 | 
and $480__.............. ' 1,470 | $000 and $0945_........... 1,935 | $990 and $783.80....... 1,773.80 
$1,000 and $240............... 1,240 
100 and $240............... 1,340 | $1,100 and $945.......... 2,045 
,200 and $240_.............. 1,440 
1,290-and $240............... 3,530 | $1,200 and $945.......... 2,235 
1,420 
$1,400 and $120............... 1,520 | $1,309 and $045.......... 2,344 | $1,400 and $783.80....... 2, 183.80 
$1,440 and $120............... 1,560 | $1,440 and 0............. 1,440 
$1,450 and @.................. 1,450 


OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


Veteran and 1 dependent over 65 


H.R, 6432 pension Present pension 

$840 and $1,080. ..---.-.---- - .-------------, $1, G20 and $1, 795 
$1,200 and $840. ..-.-..-- $1,200 and $945... 2,145 

$2,400 and $120. 2,520 $2,400 and 3, 345 
NE 2,860 $2,699 and $045. 3, 644 


The Cuarrman. Congressman Mills of Arkansas would like to make 
@ statement at this time. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN WILBUR D. MILLS, OF ARKANSAS, 
ON PENSION BENEFITS FOR SURVIVORS OF CERTAIN VET- 
ERANS OF WORLD WAR II AND THE KOREAN CONFLICT 


Mr. Muius. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
purpose in appearing here is to urge you to abolish the distinction 
that. has been written into the law between the pension privileges of 
the widows and children of deceased veterans of World War I on the 
one hand and those of deceased veterans of World War II and the 
Korean conflict on the.other. 

- ‘The widows and children of World War I veterans who die of non- 
service-connected causes are granted pensions regardless of whether 
the veterans had incurred a service-connected disability. The widows 
and children of veterans of World War II and Korea who die of non- 
service-connected causes are granted a similar pension only if the vet- 
eran had ‘incurred a service-connected disability which would have 
been compensable if it were 10 percent or more disabling. This does 
not mean, as the members of the committee know, that the veteran 
must. have incurred a 10-percent yyy The disability may 
have been in any amount but it must have been one for which com- 
pensation would have been payable if it had been 10 percent or more 
in degree disabling. 

' T ean think of no reason for discriminating in this manner against 
the widows and children of deceased veterans of World War II or the 
Korean conflict who, by the fortuitous circumstance of their husband’s 
not having incurred a service-connected disability, no matter how 
sight, are denied a pension at the time of his death. For example, 
take the case of a World War II veteran who served a year in a state- 
side training camp and who was slightly disabled. Upon his death, 
his widew and children would be able to obtain pension benefits. 
But his neighbor down the street, who suffered through 3 years of 
combat duty without incurring an injury will leave a family that is 
not entitled to any pension benefits under the law as it now stands. 
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The general purpose of this type of ae is not simply to com- 
pensate for the suffering incurred by the veteran, but rather to — 
vide some means of support for the family he leaves behind. The 
income limitation upon widows eligible te receive pensions points up 
the fact that a major purpose of these provisions is to help the widow 
who isin need. This general purpose was stated by the Administrator 
of Veterans’ Affairs to this committee in his letter of November 25, 
1957, concerning & number of bills introduced into the 85th Congress. 
On this point he wrote: 

The non-service-connected death pension program is designed to provide some 
measure of support to the primary dependents of deceased war veterans, who 
survive him, and who are in need. Pensions for widows have generally been 
justified on the theory that the widows have reached an age which renders self- 
support difficult. While it is true that the widows of World War II and Korean 
conflict veterans, as a class, are not incapable of self-support because of age, it 
is likewise true that, in mary instances, they have very small children dependent 
upon them, thus rendering it difficult, or impossible, for the widows to engage in 
gainful employment. In addition, the younger widows are confronted with the 
added cost of rearing and educating their children. 


The cost estimate of making this change was supplied in the same 
letter of the Administrator. According to that estimate, this change 
would cost a mere $127,388,000 for fiscal 1959 with increases ranging 
up to $214,704,000 for fiscal 1963. 

It seems to me that the comparative need of the widows and children 
is &@ more important consideration in determining which should be 
granted pension benefits, rather than the veteran’s service-connected 
disability which, in many cases, is not serious. The President’s 
Commission on Veterans’ Pensions in its staff report No. X, ‘Veterans’ 
Non-Service-Connected Pensions,’ made this point when it stated: 

If a selection among potential beneficiaries is desired on the basis of the added 
handicap inflicted by an ailing head of the family, then the disability requirement 
at death ought to be made more substantial. However, since this hardship 
would be the same whether or not such handicap was service connected, and 
considering that the pension program in its present form does not stipulate 
extraordinary military effort or sacrifice as a condition of eligibility in any other 
connection, the added requirement of service connection of this disability might 
be abandoned * * *, 

Mr. Chairman, when I am asked by a widowed mother in my district 
who has been turned down why discrepancies such as this exist in the 
law, I am unable to come up with an answer. There is no reasonable 
answer. Why is one class of widows and children denied benefits for 
reasons having such remote connection with their needs? The law 
applying to the widows and children of World War II and Korean 
veterans should be made uniform with that applying to survivors of 
veterans of World War I in this respect. 

I urge the committee to give this‘matter its most conscientious and 
diligent attention. We are dealing with the type of family situation 
which most deserves our concern—with fatherless children and their 
widowed mothers who, in addition to their tragic loss of a father are 
deprived of his earnings as a breadwinner. These payments will be 
made only to such families who need them. I cannot too strongly 
urge that this distinction—often, as I have said, a very fine 
distinction—be removed. 

The CuatrMan. We will place in the record a statement submitted 
by our colleagues, Mr. McFall of California, Mr. James C. Davis of 

eorgia, Mr. Sisk of California, a former member of our Committee, 
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Mr. Beckworth of Texas, and a letter dated June 9, 1959, signed by 
R. A. Langdon, national secretary and chairman, National Legislative 
Service Committee, Fleet Reserve Association. We will also include 
in the record a letter which I have received from the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, Department of Massachusetts, dated Jaune 8, 1959. 


(The documents referred to are as follows:) 
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Statement or Conaressman Joun J. McFart, Democrat, oF CALIFORNIA, ON 
THE SuBsEcT OF NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED PENSION BENEFITS 


Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity of testifying today on the sub- 
ject of veterans pension legislation. 

T realize that your committee has a most difficult task in writing legislation 
that will be fair to those veterans who sacrificed so much for our country and at 
the same time to develop a program that is within our ability to finance, 

The World War I veteran groups are united behind legislation that would pro- 
vide them with a fiat $100 monthly pension and I would like at this time to add 
my support to this approach, as long as there is a reasonable income limitation 
on the pension. > : 

I know of many, many deserving veterans who now have physical disabilities 
that I am sure are traceable to their war service, yet they have been unable to 
establish the service connection that would entitle them to a disability pension. 
Medical records were not adequately kept and very often injuries that were 
shaken off and considered of no importance to the then healthy, young soldiers 
have come to plague them in their older vears. The strict views of the Veterans’ 
Administration makes equitable compensation for these rea]ly service-connected 
disabilities impossible. Jany veterans of the First World War, now advancing 
in years, find through no fault of their own that they are unable to maintain 
themselves and their families at even minimum standards of living. 

I favor no special treatment for the World War I veteran who is physically 
well and financially well off. However, those who are not should be adequately 
provided for. 

In acting on the overall pension problem, may I call your attention to H.R. 3329, 
which I introduced on January 26, to raise the income limitation for pension 
eligibility. 

This was introduced as emergency legislation because of the situation of a group 
of veterans who lost their non-service-connected disability pension when their 
social security payments were increased in December. 

As you know, veterans are now allowed to waive a portion of civil service or 
railroad retirement annuities in order to retain their eligibility for veterans pen- 
sions and those on the social security rolls should be afforded at least the same 
treatment. 

However, I proposed a different approach, raising the income limitation | from 
$1,400 for single and $2,700 for married * veterans to $1,550 and $2,850, respectively, 
as the most expeditious method of taking care of the emergency cases dropped 
from the rolis because of the social security increase. 

Now that you are )ooking into the overa)) problem of pension eligibility, | 
would suggest that you increase the income limitation across the board to a figure 

more in keeping with the present cost of living, and adjust the regulations so that 
all income is treated the same in computing pension eligibility. 

I appreciate the complexity of the problem facing your committee, but I know 
they will recommend a bil) that will provide fair treatment for our veterans. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JAMES C. Davis or GEORGIA IN BEHALF OY 


H.R. 2748 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have introduced House bill, 
H.R. 2748, to give relief in some situations which are grossly inequitable, and in 
fact, unconscionable. 

This bill would increase the amount of income allowable to single veterans from 
$1,400 to $1,500 per year, which they could receive and still be entitled to veterans 
pension benefits; it would increase the amount of such income allowable to married 
veterans from $2,700 to $3,000 per year. 

The gross inequities to which I have already referred can be illustrated by the 
case of a constituent of mine who described his situation to me last November. 
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These are the facts: He is a retired veteran of World War I, and at present 
receives $78.75 per month, $945 a year in veterans’ benefits. He also receives 
$1,362.24 per year retirement pay from his former employer. He also receives 
$1,302 a year in social security benefits. The total which he has been receiving, 
exclusive of his veteran’s benefits, is thus $2,664.24. This being less than the 
$2,700 allowable maximum, he has been receiving his veterans’ benefits of $945 
a year, which has given him a total income of $3,609.24. 

Last year, in an effort to assist needy recipients of social security benefits in 
meeting the constantly increasing cost of living, the 85th Congress enacted a law 
providing a small increase to these recipients of social security. In this particular 
case the increase to my constituent amounted to $90.72. This $90.72 will carry 
tis, man’a income, exclusive of veterans’ benefits, from $2,664.24 to the figure of 

You will see that the $90.72 increase which the Congress intended to be of 
some aid and assistance to this man and his family will actually cause him to lose 
$945 a year. Unless the Congress this year lifts this ceiling of allowable income 
by some small amount such as my bill provides, this needy husband and his 
family, through no fault of their own, will have their meager income reduced, in 
these times of constantly increasing prices, from $3,609.24 down to $2,754.96. 

I am sure that there is not a member of your honorable subcommittee, and I do 
not believe there is a Member of Congress, who believes that it is right or just 
that this sort of calamity should befall an honest, blameless man and his family 
through an act of Congress which was intended as a benefit, but instead of being 
a benefit, will result in a hardship of great magnitude to those involved. 

I have used this case as an illustration of the hardships visited upon some people 
in my district as a result of the act of Congress last year which we all intended to 
be a benefit. to recipients of social security. This is an actual case, and my file 
on this legislation contains histories of other similar cases brought to my office b 
constituents who have asked me to help them avoid the hardships which they wi 
suffer unless relief is given. aah 

I do not believe it is necessary to take a lot of this subcommittee’s time in 
arguing the merits of this legislation. The facts speak for themselves. I believe, 
and sincerely hope, that these facts will appeal to your sense of justice and fair 
play, and that you will report favorably this bill of mine, or similar legislation, to 
relieve this deplorable and inequitable situation. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN B. F. Sisk, 12TH District or CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, it is with pleasure that I present my views to your committee 
upon which I formerly served, and I appreciate this opportunity to greet you and 
my colleagues. J am wel) aware of the problems and complexities of dealing with 
non-service-connected pension benefits for veterans and their survivors. 3 

Although I know there are a number of henge and adjustments to our pension 
laws deserving of attention, I would like to direct my comment to LR. \\72, 
which [ introduced, and similar Cares bills which would place benefits to sur- 
viving widows and dependent children of deceased veterans of World War if 
and the Korean conflict on the same basis as those now available to survivors of 
deceased World War [ veterans. Under the present laws, widows and children 
of World War II and Korean conflict veterans are eligib\e for benefits only if the 
veteran had a war-service disability at the time of his death. while widows and 
dependent children of World War 1 veterans are eligible for benefits if they are in 
need, without the service-connected disability requirement. I direct your atten- 
tion to the fact that under the bill, income limitations would continue, so that 
pensions would be paid only in cases of actual need. 

I can see no logical basis for discrimination. Certainly, the families of veterans 
of all wars are entitled to equal consideration. Furthermore, I seriously doubt 
this legislation would result in any substantial increase in total Government costs, 
although it will, to some degree, shift the burden. In my opinion, widows and 
children who have the meager incomes making them eligible will necessarily be 
under some other type of public assistance if they don’t get the pension. 

I call to you attention the fact that your committee’s files will show that the 
Veterans’ Administration has in the past acknowledged that the objectives of 
these bills is meritorious, and has stated they would provide desirable uniformity 
and simplify administration. I have been urging this legislation since 1956, and 
I sincerely hope we can now get action which is long overdue. 


’ 


604 OPERATION OF PENSION PROGRAM 


SraTEMENT oF Hon. LinpLey BeckwortH, MEMBER oF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, I want to commend you, 
Chairman Teague, and the members of the Veterans’ Committee for the work 
you are doing in connection with non-service-connected veterans’ Many* vet- 
erans in this category have cases and problems which are most worthy: trust 
the hospital and medical needs of this group will feceive very close attention, 
particularly their hospital and medical needs of an emergency nature. Your 
attention is focused on a very important aspect of the needs of veterans in m 
opinion, and I do hope all of the possibilities of helping this group of people will 
be given the most careful consideration immediately. Please note the two 
communications I enclose and please make them a part of this statement. 


TERRELL, Tex., May 20, 1959. 
Hon. Linptey 
House of Congress, Washington, D.C. 

Bobby Paul Martin is suffering from some kind of convulsive disorder. We 
feel like a thorough examination and hospitalization is necessary. Lisbon 
Veterans’ Hospital in Dallas was called and they refuse to admit, stating he was 
ineligible for veterans’ benefits. 

G. H. ALexanpErR, M.D. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION CENTER, 
Shreveport, La., May 27, 1959. 
Hon. Linptey Becxworts, 
House of Representatives, Washingion, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Becxworts: This has reference to your letter of May 21, 1959. 
concerning Mr. Bobby Paul Martin, who is hospitalized in a private hospital at 
Terrell, Tex. Dr. Alexander’s wire is returned to you. 
+The VA hospital in Dallas, Tex., has advised us that this peacetime veteran 
is not entitled to hospitalization at the expense of the Veterans’ Administration. 
He was authorized to report to that hospital for examination for pension pur- 

ses on May 26, 1959, but failed to report. Since this veteran is not eligible 
or it is felt that nothing can be done at this center to assist 
him. is records are under the jurisdiction of the VA regional office, Dallas, 
We appreciate your interest in Mr. Martin. 

incerely yours, 
K. Hinps, Manager. 


Fieet Reserve AssociaTIoN, 
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1959. 
Re H.R. 6432. 
Hon. E. Teacvue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DrEar ConGressMAN TEAGUE: We are most appreciative for having been 
afforded an opportunity to present the Fleet Reserve Association’s views on H.R. 
picand s bill to modernize the pension programs for certain veterans and their 

ependents. 

* a preface to our comments and recommendations on this important legis- 
lation, I would like to further identify our organization. It is composed entirely 
of over 50,000 career enlisted men of the Regular components of the Navy and 
Marine Corps, all with a minimum of 6 years’ active Federal service as enlisted 
men, many of whom have been advanced to officer status. Present distribution 
of membership is approximately 30,000 on active duty and the remainder in 
Fleet Reserve, Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, and retired lists. There is no counter- 
part to our organization in the other branches of the armed services and, for that 
reason, we often find ourselves in the position of representing the views and in- 
terests of all career enlisted personnel. Past experience has shown that the views 
of our diversified membership are compatible with viewpoints of career members 
of other services on legislation affecting all services, 

During the past 37 years our association, often referred to as a professional 
military organization because of our stringent membership requirements, has 
appeared on every major item of legislation affecting career personnel. The 
records will show that we have attempted to keep our requests and recommenda- 
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tions in an equitable yet conservative vein. We hope our recommendations on 
H.R. 6432 will be viewed accordingly. 

Having followed the hearings to dase, and recognizing the demands placed on 
the time of you and your committee members, we are taking the liberty of sub- 
mitting our recommendations rather than requesting a formal appearance. We 
shall be pleased, at your convenience, to attempt to answer any’ questions that 
= be raised by your committee or your staff as a result of our recommendations, 

ith reference to H.R. 6432, and the new concept in pension payments therein, 
our association wishes to f° on record on two specific areas of interest in the bill, 
leaving’ the more detailed recommendations on entire bill to major veterans’ 
organizations. 

Our discussion applies solely to pensions in connection with non-service- 
incurred disability, primarily as such pensions are applicable to widows and 
survivors of veterans. 

The two areas are (1) reasonable increase in-income limitations, and (2) exten- 
sion of non-service-connected widows’ pensions, at least in part, to World War 
II and Korean veterans’ widows and survivors, in a nianner somewhat similar 
to the awarding of widow’s pensions to World War I veterans’ widows and 
survivors under existing laws. 

With reference to area (1), income limitations, we preface our comments by 
recommending that great care be exercised in formulating any new pension 
award criteria in order that it not overshadow compensation for service-connected 
disabilities and, with respect to widow’s pensions, that there be maintained a 
reasonable ratio between the amount of veteran’s pensions and widow’s pensions, 
noting that this ratio between pensions is taken into consideration in H.R. 6432. 

We feel that greatest increases should be for those in the area of. greatest 
need, those with the lowest outside income. We believe that H.R. 6432 pro- 
poses too many stepped income levels while, at the same time, it does not pro- 
vide an appreciable increase in the maximum income limitation in line with 
cost-of-living increases in recent years. 

Our association assembled in national convention has, for 3 consecutive years, 
unanimously advocated that the present income limitations be increased from 
$1,400 to $1,800 and $2,700 to $3,000. H.R. 6432 contains a basic-concept of 
stepped income levels which we feel is compatible with our objectives. We rec- 
ommend that not more than three steps for single widows be utilized in reaching 
this level, at $600, $1,200, and $1,800, in order to retain some incentive for 
recipients and, for the same reasons, steps of $1,000, $2,000, and $3,000 be 
established for widows with one or more dependents. 

Our end objective, speaking of widows’ pensions, may be summarized by say- 
ing that maximum income allowable plus pension Hes awe should be in the 
neighborhood of $2,100 or $3,300, respectively, with veterans’ pensions plus 
allowable income to be correspondingly higher by the amount of difference in 
payment proposed, in the neighborhood of $2,300 or $3,500 as appropriate. 

e recommend that income which is presently exempted by statute from 
counting as income be continued to be exempted. As a related matter, we note 
that many States have community property laws which provide that half of the 
husband’s income is creditable to his wife, with attendant reduction in his re- 
portable income. We note that this works both ways and half of the wife’s 
income in such States is creditable as income to the husband. Therefore, in order 
to standardize on criteria for crediting a spouse’s income toward veterans income 
we believe the rule should require counting a spouse’s income not to exceed 
one-half of such income, to conform with existing State community property laws. 

In establishing such a rule it would appear to be equitable, to avoid abuses of 
the pension program as a whole, to require that half of a spouse’s income should 
be considered as reportable income unless exempted by existing statutes or, in 
the judgment of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, there is a valid reason 
why the recipient of a pension is not afforded any benefits of the spouse’s income. 

eferring now to area (2) extension, at least in part, of non-service-connected 
widow’s pension benefits to World War II and Korean widows. 

While benefits were available to World War II and Korean widows that were 
not available to World War I widows, particularly those with minor children, 
we are concerned that there be any widow of our veterans of World War I, 
World War JI, or Korea who is in need. 

We could not in good faith advocate or support an automatic pension proposal 
for widows of World War II and Korea wars in the face of varying benefits which 


have been provided for them. Also, the economic impact of such a program 
could and would, in our opinion, jeopardize the entire existing compensation and 
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pension programs. We are concerned here with those widows who, since service- 
men’s indemnity has long since been paid, are too young to receive any social 
security benefits or such benefits received while they had minor children are now 
discontinued, are in an age group where employment is increasingly difficult to 
obtain, whose change in domicile because of exigencies of war years now dis- 
qualifies them for State benefits, etc., with little or no income from any source. 

Some veterans, as a result of wartime disruption of family plans, left little or 
no insurance estate other than that provided for them by a grateful Government. 
Unfortunately, despite extensive efforts by Veterans’ Administration and veterans 
organizations, many men neglected to place their insurance estate in order when 
servicemen’s indemnity was discontinued, or took action to reinstate lapsed in- 
surance. To our knowledge there are also continuing cases where veterans failed 
to correct designations of beneficiaries with end result that the widow receives no 
insurance. All of these factors combined add up, in our opinion, to the fact that 
there are a number of widows. of World War II and Korea who are actually in a 
need category, to a point where receipt of a small pension could mean the differ- 
ence of bare livelihood as compared to the d ation which comes with sheer 

verty. 

Peto assist widows of our veterans of World War II and Korea in this category 
we strongly recommend, even at the expense of an increased cost of administering 
such a program, which would mean establishing two categories of widows’ pen- 
sions, that any widow, widow and children, or children, of a World War II or 
Korean veteran in the aforementioned need category be provided a pension. 
This pension to apply only to those not otherwise currently entitled to or in re- 
ceipt of veterans’ benefits, or other Government benefits, or social assistance and 
State aid, whose income from all sources, including income now exempted under 
existing pension laws for non-service-incurred disability of a veteran, does not 
exceed the income limitations provided in H.R. 6432, or such revised pension bill 
as may be drafted by the committee. 

In summary, in recognition of the millions of veterans, and their dependents 
or survivors, of World War II and Korea, and in consideration of age factors, 
employability, and economic considerations, we recommend for your considera- 
tion a second category of pension, non-service-connected base, which would be 
awarded solely on the basis of need after consideration of all income. 

It is not proposed or recommended that this should change in any way existing 
eriteria for pensions which are awarded to survivors on the basis of service- 
connected disabilities. 

We are not qualified to determine the number involved but we do not feel, based 
on our experience in handling claims, that there would be a prohibitive number 
who would qualify when all income is considered. 

Your consideration is requested. 

Faithfully and respectfully yours, 
R, A. Lanepon, 
National Secretary and Chairman, National Legislative Service Committee. 


VeTeraNns OF Fore1GN Waks, 
DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
Boston, Mass., June 8, 1959. 
Our E. Tzacus, 
Chairman, House of Representatives, 
United States, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Comrave Tracue: At the hearing you had in Boston you stated that if 
anyone wanted to add any information to send you the same and you would see 
such information is included as part of the hearings. 

The following statements are presented by the Department of Massachusetts 
Veterans of Foreign Wars and we wish to be so recorded. 

The Department of Massachusetts Veterans of Foreign Wars is in favor of 
having a national cemetery established in preferably Massachusetts or one of the 
New England States. 

Enclosed is a copy of a speach the Veterans of Foreign Wars was going to give 
but due to the shortage of time Mr. Frank Pedonti read our statement concerning 
a national cemetery changing the words that mentioned the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars to suitably include all veteran organizations. , 

Concerning the establishment of a Federal convalescent hospital or domiciliary: 
home the following facts show that definitely a thorough and complete investiga- 
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tion should be made one. this problem as there is definitely an injustice 
being made in behalf of the needy veteran in this area. 

The following statements are based as of May 7, 1959: 

1. The city of Boston is taking care of 107 veterans at the Long Island Hospital 
pec eg ated 90 of these men qualify to be admitted to a Federal convales- 
cent home. 

2. There are 360 nursing homes and 60 rest and boarding homes in the State 
of Massachusetts where a veteran may go to if he needs care. Ninety of these 
homes cater to women veterans. Only five women eligible as of May 7, 1959, 
were being taken care of in these homes. 

There are approximately 270 nursing and convalescent homes for male and 
female veterans of which care of male patients predominate. 

There are 351 cities and towns in the State of Massachusetts with an average 
of 3% veterans in the various homes in Massachusetts. 

Most of these veterans are eligible to be in a Federal soldiers’ home. 

The Boston area would include 37 cities and towns near or around Boston. 

In the Federal Hospital in Bedford, Mass., approximately over 300 beds were 
taken away, due to construction, which haven’t been replaced. 

There are two mental hospitals in Bedford, Mass., one run by the Federal 
Government and one by the State, and let us not forget that some of the veterans 
in the various State mental hospitals could be easily placed under Government 
supervision if the Federal Government provided poco $e proper facilities. 

o the best of our knowledge these are true and accurate facts. 

We would greatly appreciate any answer you could give us concerning the 
above information given to you and we hope that some speedy action will be 
given to this important veteran problem in the State of Massachusetts. 

Yours in comradeship, 
A. Scerra, Commander. 


May 9, 1959. 


Mr. Chairman, honored Representatives, my name is Frank Cohen and I am 
bs legislative chairman for the Department of Massachusetts Veterans of Foreign 

ars, 

We wish to bring before you a problem concerning veterans and their families 
which comes technically under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

We feel if we can obtain support of you Members we will be heading in the right 
direction to solve this controversial but important problem. 

The Department of Massachusetts Veterans of Foreign Wars desires to see a 
national cemetery established in the area of Massachusetts or in one of the New 
England States. 

he Secretary of the Army has taken the position that it is the responsibility 
of Congress to decide as a matter of public policy whether or not new national 
cemeteries should be established. , 

There are 98 national cemeteries authorized by the act of Congress, July 17, 
1862, and subsequent acts. 

Here is the following number of national cemeteries established under the De- 
partment of the Quartermaster General: 

Before 1900, 70; 1900-30, 2—namely, Alaska, Kentucky; 1930-40, 8—namely, 
Texas (2), Maryland, California (2), Minnesota, New York, Kentucky; 1940—50, 
6—namely, Colorado, Illinois, South Dakota, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Oregon; 
1951 to present, none. 

New ngland is one of the populous areas along with such regions as the States 
of Michigan and Ohio which have no national cemeteries. 

The following States do not have a national cemetery within their boundaries: 

Western and Middle or Central Western States: Arizona, Idaho, Michigan, 
Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

Northeastern States: Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, Vermont, and Maine. 

The States out West have the so-called satisfaction to be able to say that they 
have a State near them (with a national cemetery and with space available)— 
the Northeastern States cannot say the same thing. 

The nearest national cemeteries to the Northeastern States, by stretching the 
imagination, are Beverly, N.J.; Woodlawn, Elmira, and in Long Island, Farming- 
dale, N.Y. Closeout date for burial is Woodlawn is 1965 and at Soldiers Home 
Cemetery, 1976. 
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Out of a total of 50 States plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, 
there are 34 States and possessions which have at least 1 national cemetery within 
their boundaries and with space available. 

The veteran deserves honor and recognition not only in life but also in a final 
resting place when he dies. Let us not forget that the right to receive a burial 
ae is a very real and substantial benefit for those veterans who could be accepted 

or such interment. 

We desire to have a national cemetery established in this area so that we can 
have a worthy resting place for our honored dead to which the veteran is entitled 
by law as well as morally. 

One veteran out of 10 uses the national cemetery. Our Department has con- 
tinually gone on record unanimously in favor of such legislation. 

Where there is such a concentration of veterans in Massachusetts and in the 
New England area, this is a cogent factor in considering the desirability of estab- 
lishing a new national cemetery in an area where there isn’t any. The number 
of eligibles increases as each year passes and Congress will have to come to a 
decision concerning this problem in the very near future as the present national 
cemeteries are being filled, none of which are near this area, 

The average cost of maintaining a national cemetery is approximately $30,000 
for maintenance costs. We are asking that this area be given as equitable service 
(as possible) as the rest of the country only because we have the same problems 
as the rest of the country concerning this matter. 

We desire to have veteran cemeteries established in the areas where there are 
none already established to at least take care of the emergencies as might be 
necessary to take care of those who desire or whose family desires this type of 
interment. Interment would not be compulsory but would be on request of 
those who are eligible. Most of the cases who would desire to be interred in a 
national cemetery would be because of financial difficulties of the family or 
because of wanting to be buried amongst.one’s comrades-in-arms which would be 
the — feeling and the choice of the veteran. 

The modern transportation and highway system of today eliminates practically 
all concern about traveling to the final resting place of a loved one as long as it is 
a@ reasonable distance. Certainly for the families of a veteran in this area who 
would have to travel to New York—this couldn’t be considered so. 

Some people who are against this program fear that a national trend will be 
established to abridge one of the most cherished of religious rights. National 
cemeteries are in the interest of the veteran, his family and his country. The 
practice of religion is a cherished American right—the burial of the dead is an 
essential part of the free practice of religious faith and no one is trying to take 
we that right. 

any fraternal, religious and cemetery organizations are against this program. 
Actually what is the difference for a man being buried in a fraternal cemetery and 
a man being buried in a national cemetery other than the private organizations. 

In no way, shape, or manner is any veteran organization trying to take away 
anything from the private cemetery or any religious institute or to start a trend 
toward assuring the personal responsibilities and privileges of life. Certainly 
the veteran respects his religion no matter what faith and if he does so he wouldn’t 
do anything to go against his faith. 

The arguments I have read on both questions deal mainly with the supposed 
wishes of the veteran to be buried in any one place or another. If this is actually 
so let the veteran in this area have his wish and not lean to one side without a fair 
picture given of both sides of the question. 

A veteran under law has entitlements to be buried in a national cemetery. If 
Congress believes this law is justifiable then let it allow to be worked or otherwise 
repeal the law if Congress thinks it is wrong but don’t let it die a natural death 
because it is a controversial issue. Our country is based on the idea all men have 
a right to give his own opinion. 

The opposition of this program is not against the law but just against opening 
these new cemeteries. Either the law is right or wrong. Congress has to decide. 
We do not expect it to be done in a day but we do expect Congress to come to a 
decision in the near future because a decision is coming soon when necessity will 
make Congress decide. 

We are not asking that cemeteries be established all over the country to the 
extent where they are going to become unreasonable as far as traveling and ex- 
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pense. All we ask is that a fair study of the whole situation be made concerning 
this problem and we honestly feel that if this is done you will come to a decision in 
favor of Massachusetts and the New England area being allowed to have a na- 
tional cemetery established. 

Thank you for your kindness in listening to me. 


The CuatrmMan. The committee will adjourn at this time. 
(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee was adjourned.) 


Xx 


. 


